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ABSTRACT 
     Appreciative Inquiry (AI) introduces a new approach to educational change. 
Most state and federal initiatives for educational change grow out of a deficit 
model of what is wrong with schools and what is needed to fix them. 
Implementation of new reforms has historically been mandated by administrators 
with little impact. The emphasis of AI is upon what is right with the organization 
and forms the basis for new initiatives and further change. This model proposes 
a cycle of inquiry used by leaders who distribute leadership across their 
constituents. Organizational learning is a process of individual and collective 
inquiry that modifies or constructs organizational theories-in-use and changes 
practice. Using AI as a process to implement the Common Core State Standards 
(CCSS), embraces a distributed leadership structure, produces organizational 
learning opportunities, and creates the conditions for a more impactful 
implementation of the next reform.  
     The study explored the relationship of the AI, distributed leadership, and 
organizational learning qualities that exist within the five unified school districts in 
the High Desert. Additionally, the relationships were analyzed in combination with 
participants’ preparedness for the implementation of the CCSS reform. To 
explore the relationships, a survey was created based on four already existing 
instruments. A path diagram was proposed and path analysis was conducted. 
Inventories of appreciative capacities and principles, distributed leadership, and 
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organizational learning capabilities in an educational system provided insight into 
the applicability of using AI as a process for implementation of the CCSS and 
future educational reforms. Throughout the analysis significant correlations 
existed and the model held. Utilizing appreciative inquiry, distributed leadership, 
and organizational leadership singularly or in combination within districts would 
strengthen CCSS implementation.  
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CHAPTER ONE 
INTRODUCTION 
 
     Appreciative Inquiry (AI) introduces a new approach to educational change. 
Appreciative Inquiry is a strengths-based approach to learning, change, planning, 
and implementation. Appreciative inquiry engages stakeholders in the process of 
acknowledging individual and collective strengths, asking questions about 
possibilities, designing goals, and creating innovative approaches and plans to 
enable the organizations to maximize potential. 
 
Statement of the Problem 
     Reform is not new to education. Educators have experienced “the pendulum 
swing” from one reform to the next, negating previous efforts, for well over a 
hundred years. Despite the well-intended outcomes of reform efforts, the top-
down implementation dictated by people outside of education, has had limited 
impact. The educators who are expected to implement the reform and are the 
experts in the field are rarely consulted and are often resistant to the changes 
being imposed upon them (Tyack & Cuban, 1995). Effective and meaningful 
change can emerge from positive and collaborative inquiry in a shared leadership 
structure (Copland, 2003). Appreciative Inquiry (AI), a strengths-based approach 
to change, is a process for positive and collaborative inquiry that embraces 
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shared leadership. AI has existed for about twenty-five years, and has been used 
in several fields including education.  
     Although the literature in Appreciative Inquiry’s use in education is relatively 
limited, the studies that have emerged have demonstrated its potential. Often, 
the experience of an AI summit/workshop is described.  A study using a 
quantitative design around a large-scale reform in education would contribute to 
the existing research on educational leadership, appreciative inquiry, and reform.  
     The effectiveness of AI is said to depend on eight principles/assumptions 
(Cooperrider & Whitney, 2005; Hammond, 1998 & 2013). Assessing the 
existence of the assumptions/beliefs in the principles in educators (leaders and 
teachers) is necessary to evaluate AI’s potential. Reform efforts prior to CCSS 
have not considered the strengths that already exist in the system nor 
collaboratively designed an implementation plan around the strengths with the 
people who are actually supposed to implement the change. A measure of the 
principles/assumptions and an Appreciative Inquiry into the ideal implementation 
of the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) has the potential to provide a 
valuable template for the next reform, the implementation of the CCSS. 
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Research Question 
     What is the relationship between educators’ appreciative capacity, distributed 
leadership, organizational learning, and preparedness to implement a state 
mandated curricular reform, the CCSS? 
 
Purpose of the Study 
     The purpose of this study is to explore the extent that evidence of the 
constructs of appreciative inquiry, distributed leadership, and organizational 
learning might be present in school districts. Furthermore, if evidence of the 
constructs is present, what is the relationship of them singularly or in combination 
to educators feeling prepared for the CCSS reform? These relationships will be 
explored using path analysis. Typically reforms have been introduced as ways to 
fix problems. If the proposed model holds, educational leaders might consider 
approaching reform, like the CCSS, in a way that embraces the strengths of all 
educators involved to design the implementation.  
 
Significance of the Proposed Study 
     This study has the potential to transform educational practice because it has 
the potential to provide a valuable template for ongoing reforms in education. 
Additionally, this study is unique because it links three constructs, appreciative 
inquiry, distributed leadership, and organizational learning, together in one study. 
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The researcher did not encounter any literature that linked more than two of the 
constructs together. Finally, it is also significant because it contributes a 
quantitative study to the appreciative inquiry literature. 
 
Limitations 
     The survey may have been a bit long. Additionally, the timing of the survey 
administration may not have been ideal, since it was the beginning of the school 
year. Both of those conditions may have contributed to an overall response rate 
of about 10%. Regardless, there were enough data to complete the path analysis 
to test the proposed model. 
 
Delimitations 
     This study only assesses preparedness for CCSS implementation at one point 
in time. This study will not follow the CCSS implementation over time. 
 
Definitions of Terms 
Appreciative Inquiry 
     Appreciative Inquiry (AI) is a thorough investigation of what works in an 
organization and uses the strengths of the organization as the impetus for 
continued growth. 
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Distributed Leadership 
     Hulpia and Devos (2010) define distributed leadership (DL) as, “the 
distribution of leadership functions among the leadership team, which is a group 
of people with formal leadership roles” and can also “be distributed among all 
members in the school” (566). 
Organizational Learning  
     Organizational learning (OL) is a process of individual and collective inquiry 
that modifies or constructs organizational theories-in-use and changes practice 
(Collinson, Cook, & Conley, 2006, p. 109). 
Common Core State Standards   
     The Common Core State Standards (CCSS) represent a national reform that 
has the potential to better prepare all students for college, career, and the 
twenty-first century (CommonCore.org). 
 
Assumptions 
     Reform is a constant in education. Typically continuous improvement in 
education revolves around correcting what is wrong.  
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CHAPTER TWO 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
     First of all, this chapter will provide a brief overview of past educational 
reforms and a brief description of the next reform to be implemented in California 
in 2014, the Common Core State Standards. Secondly, distributed leadership will 
be defined as a theoretical framework for implementing reform. Thirdly, 
organizational learning will be defined as a theoretical framework for 
implementing reform. Lastly, Appreciative Inquiry will be defined as a model for 
implementing reform that uses distributed leadership and organizational learning 
as the foundation for leading meaningful change. The origin, foundation, and 
process of Appreciative Inquiry will be contextualized. The leadership 
applications and implications for Appreciative Inquiry will be hypothesized and 
the research design will be introduced. 
 
Brief Historical Context of Previous Educational Reform 
     Often, schools are criticized by the public for not producing student outcomes 
that match the needs or desires of society. The criticisms are often followed up 
with a new reform. Tyack and Cuban (1995) defined educational reforms as: 
“planned efforts to change schools in order to correct perceived social and 
educational problems” (p. 4). The concepts of educational reform aligned with 
goals for improving schools and society are not new: 
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Reforming the public schools has long been a favorite way of improving 
not just education but society. In the 1840s Horace Mann took his 
audience to the edge of the precipice to see the social hell that lay before 
them if they did not achieve salvation through the common school. (Tyack 
& Cuban, 1995, p. 1) 
Most state and federal initiatives for educational change grow out of a deficit 
model of what is wrong with schools and what is needed to fix them.  
Russians Entered Space 
     Perhaps schooling and education have always been criticized; yet, Sputnik in 
1957 seemed to be a tipping point for widespread belief that schools in the 
United States were not good enough. The fact that Russians entered space prior 
to Americans was attributed to them having better schools, particularly in science 
and mathematics education (Bracey, 2007, p. 120). It is from the fear of Russia’s 
advancement that America’s schools had to change and the “Crisis in Education” 
was spotlighted (Bracey, 2007, p. 122). “Sputnik set a nasty precedent that has 
become a persistent tendency: when a social crisis—real or imagined, or 
manufactured—appears, schools are the scapegoat of choice; when the crisis is 
resolved, they receive no credit” (Bracey, 2007, p. 123). Some may argue that 
this crisis continues on.  
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War on Poverty 
     A few years after Sputnik, “When Lyndon B. Johnson sought to build the 
‘Great Society’ and declared war on poverty in the 1960s, he asserted that ‘the 
answer to all our national problems comes down to a single word: education” 
(Tyack & Cuban, 1995, p. 2). Therefore, educational reform was deemed 
necessary. “Through Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 reformers targeted funds to students from low-income families to prevent 
poverty from restricting school opportunities and academic achievement” (Tyack 
& Cuban, 1995, p. 27). The reform was based on the premise that fixing 
education fixes society. President Lyndon Johnson’s philosophy was that if 
students were educated properly that poverty would disappear (Tyack & Cuban, 
1995, p. 27). Some may argue that the allocation of funding has not perceptually 
changed practice.  
A Nation at Risk 
     Early in the 1980s, the next crisis emerged. Public schools were still under 
scrutiny for not preparing an adequate work force and for not measuring up to 
other countries’ performances particularly in math and science (Bracey, 2007, p. 
124). Another campaign to fix education emerged in 1983 with A Nation at Risk 
(Tyack & Cuban, 1995, p. 1). “A Nation at Risk was only one report from the 
many elite policy commissions of the 1980s that declared that faulty schooling 
was eroding the economy and that the remedy for both educational and 
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economic decline was improving academic achievement” (Tyack & Cuban, 1995, 
p. 34). In other words, schools need to do a better job.  
No Child Left Behind 
     Twenty years later, the crisis of the achievement gap became the impetus for 
the next reform. The achievement gap is defined as the disparity in performance 
between ethnic groups and different levels of socio-economic status. No Child 
Left Behind (NCLB) is a federal mandate put in place to close the achievement 
gap. “The No Child Left Behind Act of 2002 created a more tightly coupled 
educational policy system with an emphasis on aligned accountability systems 
and curriculum frameworks as a means of improving student achievement” 
(Johnson & Chrispeels, 2010, p. 739). Although the outcomes of both A Nation at 
Risk and NCLB were aimed at impacting student achievement, the evidence 
suggests that the impact on actual classroom practice was very minimal (Tyack & 
Cuban, 1995). 
Impact of Reform Efforts  
     Past reform efforts have focused on the failures that exist in education; 
educators are placed in the spotlight for the failures in schools and in society. 
Reform efforts were mandated in a top down approach, but actually had very little 
impact on instructional practice. The aforementioned reforms, as well as the next 
reform on the horizon, are summarized in Table1: Timeline of Educational 
Reforms.  
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Table 1  
Timeline of Educational Reforms—Past and Present 
Year  Reform 
1840s  Horace Mann—Social & Educational Problems 
1957  Sputnik—Russians Entered Space 
1960   Lyndon B. Johnson—War on Poverty (Title 1) 
1983   “A Nation at Risk”—Faulty Schooling 
2002   No Child Left Behind—“Achievement Gap” 
2014  Common Core State Standards—College & Career Readiness for 
All Students 
(Bracey, 2007; Tyack & Cuban, 1995; Porter, McMaken, Hwang, & Yang, 2011) 
      
Rapidity of Reform 
     New reform initiatives in education are usually introduced in a “too much too 
soon manner” with the aim of improving teaching and learning outcomes (Silins, 
Mulford, & Zarins, 2002, p. 613). Each new initiative is often launched with the 
intent of increasing student achievement.  Often, implementation does not fully 
occur because a pendulum swings in the opposite direction, usually before the 
reform is actualized. Fullan (1995) has argued that:  
The presence of multiple, abstract reforms creates constant overload, 
fragmentation, and mystery. Even the most reform minded educators have 
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difficulty figuring out what is meant by the latest fads as they burn out 
attempting to find coherence and meaning. (230) 
The change that is deemed necessary for the reform is usually not contextualized 
with the strengths that currently exist in the system. “Focusing only on change 
runs the danger of ignoring continuity in the basic practices of schools” (Tyack & 
Cuban, 1995, p. 4).  Change for the sake of change is not compelling when 
experience seems to justify current practice. In order for meaningful change to 
occur, relevance and purpose around the change in context with the strengths 
that currently exist in the system need to be collectively and collaboratively 
created. Otherwise, superficial changes without impact are the result: “Although 
policy talk about reform has had a utopian ring, actual reforms have typically 
been gradual and incremental—tinkering with the system” (Tyack & Cuban, 
1995, p. 5). Small changes with small results to attempt to solve the identified 
problem are mandated by leaders and met with minimal compliance by teachers.  
Although there is a lot of talk about change, very little change actually occurs in 
classroom practice.  
Emotional Reaction to Change 
     Hargreaves (2005) interviewed 50 teachers of various ages and a wide range 
of teaching experiences to elicit their responses to educational change. He 
explored the emotional responses to educational change in relation to age, 
number of years of experience in teaching, and generational identity. His 
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research confirmed that “age, career stage and generational identity and 
attachment matter too” in addition to personal development and personality 
(Hargreaves, 2005, p. 981). Understanding how educators respond to change is 
crucial in orchestrating change efforts: “In a world of unrelenting and even 
repetitive change (Abrahamson, 2004), understanding how teachers experience 
and respond to educational change is essential if reform and improvement efforts 
are to be more successful and sustainable” (Hargreaves, 2005, p. 981). The 
change that Hargreaves describes is not just the reform efforts themselves, but 
also the demographics of the educational staff. He cautions:  
In an emerging system where demographically, youth will prevail over 
experience, there is a risk that weak upward empathy will lead to 
widespread misattributions about experienced teachers’ orientations to 
change that will marginalize the wisdom and expertise of the group even 
further. (Hargreaves, 2005, p. 982) 
Hargreaves study sheds light on the human considerations that have to be 
honored in creating change. All perspectives need to be collectively valued and a 
part of the creation of the future. He argues that an abundance of “new” teachers 
will not ensure the success of change efforts, and the presence of seasoned 
efforts will not necessarily thwart efforts (Hargreaves, 2005, p. 982). To this end, 
he advocates for the “three m’s” to create a “fundamental regeneration in 
teaching and learning”: 
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Without the three m’s of sustainable educational change—mixture (of 
teacher age groups), mentoring (across generations), and memory 
(conscious collective learning from wisdom and experience); the likelihood 
is that after the short term ‘rush’ of demographic turnover, passionate but 
precarious change efforts will prove unsustainable and become little more 
than a set of future nostalgias waiting to happen. (Hargreaves, 2005, p. 
982)  
The three m’s could be described as collaborative inquiry and design for change 
around the strengths that exist in the entire system to build on previous success.  
Focus on Failure 
     Regrettably, change continues to be initiated and focused on a deficit model; 
in other words, “something is wrong and needs to be fixed” (Johnson & Leavitt, 
2001, p.130). Data are analyzed to identify weaknesses or areas for growth. The 
areas in which the organization is doing well are often not celebrated nor used as 
the basis for further growth/change. Additional challenges like the fiscal crisis 
potentially have a negative effect on morale. Focusing on the negative in times of 
low spirit does not move organizations forward effectively. White, President of 
GTE, states, “If you combine a negative culture with all of the challenges we face 
today, it could be easy to convince ourselves that we have too many problems to 
overcome and to slip into a paralyzing sense of hopelessness” (Martinez, 2002, 
 
 
 
 
14 
 
p. 34). Yet that is the continuous improvement model that is most often used in 
education. Cooperrider and Whitney (2005) emphasize that:  
Positive approaches to change are surprisingly not the norm. The ‘results 
of the largest, most comprehensive survey ever conducted on approaches 
to managing change’ … ‘concluded that most schools, companies, 
families, and organizations function on an unwritten rule. That rule is to fix 
what’s wrong and let the strengths take care of themselves.’ (Cooperrider 
& Whitney, 2005, p. 2) 
The implementation of the CCSS provides an opportunity to bring forward the 
strengths that exist in education and create new learning opportunities for all 
students. 
 
Common Core State Standards:  
The Next Educational Reform 
 
     A new reform is on the horizon in K-12 education. The Common Core State 
Standards (CCSS) represent a national reform that has the potential to better 
prepare all students for college, career, and the twenty-first century 
(CommomCore.org). In fact, “The Common Core State Standards … represent 
one of the most sweeping reforms in the history of American education” (Vecellio, 
2013, p. 222). The CCSS represents a movement away from individual state 
curriculums toward a national curriculum (Vecellio, 2013). However, the CCSS 
cannot merely be swapped with the current standards; instructional practice has 
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to change. It is imperative that educational leaders learn from past reform efforts 
and leadership strategies in order for a successful implementation of this new 
initiative to occur.  
Pedagogy and Curriculum  
     Current educational pedagogy primarily focuses on the teaching of knowledge 
in discrete subjects. Tyack and Cuban (1995) explain that the fact that we 
“splinter knowledge into ‘subjects’” is a part of the “grammar of schooling” that 
has “remained remarkably stable over the decades” (Tyack & Cuban, 1995, p. 
85). The Common Core State Standards provides the opportunity for educators 
to un-splinter knowledge and focus on learning across the nation. “The Common 
Core standards released in 2010 represent an unprecedented shift away from 
disparate content guidelines across individual states in the areas of English 
language arts and mathematics” (Porter, McMaken, Hwang, & Yang, 2011, 
p.103). The new standards “presume an interdisciplinary approach to teaching 
and learning” (Vecellio, 2013, p.223). The CCSS are explicit about the “content of 
the intended curriculum” but not the “pedagogy and curriculum” (Porter, 
McMaken, Hwang, & Yang, 2011, p.103). In other words, the CCSS inform the 
learning targets, but educators decide what materials to use and how to teach 
the lessons. The focus of the CCSS is to teach in depth rather than cover 
breadth. “’To deliver on the promise of common standards, the standards must 
address the problem of a curriculum that is ‘a mile wide and an inch deep.’ These 
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standards are a substantial answer to that problem’” (Porter, McMaken, Hwang, 
& Yang, 2011, p.103). However, the standards in and of themselves will not 
change pedagogy and/or increase student learning. The “instruction is more 
important than our curriculum” (Vecellio, 2013, p. 224.) Pedagogy must change 
in the process of implementing the CCSS (Vecellio, 2013). 
Implications for this Study  
     Educational institutionalism has obstructed most reform efforts. Actually 
“changing teachers’ practices is extremely difficult to accomplish” (Sleegers & 
Leithwood, 2010, p. 557). Understanding institutionalism and its effect may help 
clarify why changing teachers’ practice is so difficult. “Change where it counts the 
most—in the daily interactions of teachers and students—is the hardest to 
achieve and the most important” (Tyack & Cuban, 1995, p. 10). Changing 
classroom practice is the most important part of the CCSS implementation.  
     Past reform efforts have focused on the constraints within the institutions and 
the necessity of top down management (Meyer & Rowan, 1991). Scott (1991) 
builds on their theory and suggests that top-down strategies that offer strategic 
choice impact change. Burch (2007) advocates that bottom-up changes offer the 
greatest impact. Her work differs by highlighting the possibilities that 
stakeholders at all levels have to impact meaningful change. From her 
perspective, reform efforts can represent opportunities for ground level change. 
In the past, and supported by the tenets of institutionalism, reform was done to 
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people in institutions; Burch suggests that people within the institution define and 
determine how reform will be integrated and implemented into their practice. 
     The implementation of the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) has the 
potential to alter the institutionalization process. Leadership is crucial in 
impacting the outcome. If CCSS standards are mandated to be exchanged for 
the '97 standards, very little classroom practice will change. Merely swapping one 
set of standards with the other would further entrench the institutionalization. 
However, if teachers and administrators collaborate around the "why" and 
collectively define the "how" and "what" of the implementation from a "bottom up" 
approach, the implementation of the CCSS will truly have the potential to change 
the institutionalization. For example: 
An important tenet of recent scholarship drawing on institutional theory is 
that although policy designs and behavior are connected to larger social 
and cultural beliefs, these frames can change as people go about their 
work and as they implement policies and plans. Through interactions, 
individuals and organizations can transform the meaning of policy and 
create new tools and frames for addressing social problems, frames that 
then are incorporated into new policies and the institutions created to 
support them. (Burch, 2007, p. 84) 
Collaboration at the teacher level in defining classroom possibilities that embrace 
the strengths that exist in the system and creating their own plan for CCSS 
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implementation will be more meaningful, doable, and powerful than a plan being 
mandated for implementation. “Institutional theory offers a more nuanced lens for 
examining the organizational and institutional conditions that mediate these 
reforms, and how they do or do not make their ways into classrooms” (Burch, 
2007, p. 91).  
     Reforms mandated from the top have limited impact on classroom practice. 
How the reform is introduced and implemented plays an important factor in the 
whether or not successful and sustainable change in practice will occur. 
Therefore, “institutional theory draws attention to the broader cultural forces that 
help define what is meant” by the latest reform (Burch, 2007, p. 91). Vecellio 
(2013) states: “Teachers and administrators both have significant roles to play in 
this communal endeavor. Both parties must come together around a single 
responsibility: a sustained effort to understand and apply CCSS properly” (p. 
239). Shared understanding and shared development of the approach to change 
are necessary. Distributed leadership provides a model for a collaborative 
leadership approach to implementing CCSS.  
 
Distributed Leadership 
     Although the various definitions and usages of distributed leadership have 
been explored (Gronn, 2008; Mayrowetz, 2008), Hulpia and Devos (2010) define 
distributed leadership as, “the distribution of leadership functions among the 
 
 
 
 
19 
 
leadership team, which is a group of people with formal leadership roles (i.e., the 
principal, the assistant principals, and teacher leaders)” (p.566). However they 
extend their definition to “not be limited to those individuals at the top of the 
organization. Leadership can also be distributed among all members in the 
school” (Hulpia & Devos, 2010, p. 566). Other important characteristics to their 
definition of distributed leadership include participative decision-making, social 
interaction, and cooperation of leadership teams.  
Origin 
     Distributed leadership has evolved in educational leadership. Gronn (2008) 
traces the distributed leadership’s origin back to 1948 in theory and practice and 
back to 1902 conceptually. He provides a historical outline of the work since, in 
terms of definitions, theory, and use, to illustrate that distributed leadership is not 
a new concept. Although very little work on distributed leadership existed in the 
1980s and 1990s, a resurgence of distributed leadership arose in the early 2000s 
(Gronn, 2008, p. 151). Distributed leadership reappeared with the purpose of 
replacing the idea of leadership as a singular “heroic” role (Copland, 2003; 
Gronn, 2008; Hulpia & Devos, 2010; Hupia, Devos, & Rosseel, 2009; Mayrowetz, 
2008; Timperley, 2005). Heroic leadership does not build capacity of the system 
and is not sustainable: “Most problematic is that, when the heroic leader moves 
on, progress often comes to a standstill and previous practices re-emerge” 
(Timperley, 2005, p. 395). In application to school reform, the idea of a single 
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person enacting change on the entire system lacks efficacy (Copland, 2003, p. 
375). Copland (2003) states: 
What history tells us is that the traditional hierarchical model of school 
leadership, in which identified leaders in positions of formal authority make 
critical improvement decisions and then seek, through various strategies, 
to promote adherence to those decisions among those who occupy the 
rungs on the ladder below, has failed to adequately answer the repeated 
calls for sweeping educational improvements across American schools. 
(375). 
Copland (2003) contends that a more efficacious approach to sustainable 
reform/change involves the use of distributed leadership for the collective work of 
continual inquiry, capacity building, and shared decision making (p. 376).  
In Practice  
     Hulpia and Devos (2010) study distributed leadership, particularly from the 
perspective of the impact on teachers. Most distributed leadership literature 
focuses on what the leader does, but Hulpia and Devos (2010) studied the 
impact on teachers and the teachers’ organizational commitment in relation to 
the leadership structure of the school. Their findings over time suggest that 
organizational commitment is influenced by the leadership structure (Hulpia & 
Devos, 2009 & Hulpia, Devos, & Van Keer, 2011). In particular, some of the 
factors that most positively influence the organizational commitment and thus 
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teacher effectiveness according to their research include the use of leadership 
teams, the ability to participate in decision-making, and support from the leader. 
Hulpia and Devos’ studies spanned over a three year period and included both 
qualitative and quantitative analyses. Through the process, an instrument was 
developed and validated. 
Distributed Leadership Inventory  
     Hulpia, Devos, and Rosseel (2009) developed and validated the Distributed 
Leadership Inventory (DLI). The DLI measures the “perceived quality of 
leadership and the extent to which leadership is distributed” (Hulpia, Devos, 
Rosseel, 2009, p. 1014). Both exploratory factor analysis and confirmatory factor 
analysis were completed. The unit of study for their research included formal 
leadership roles within the school settings: principals, assistant principals, and 
teacher leaders—the leadership team. Hulpia et al suggest including more 
informal leadership roles and expanding to include more individuals in future 
studies. For this study, the subscales of the DLI that measure leadership function 
and participative decision-making are used to measure distributed leadership of 
the organization by questioning all participants regardless of informal or formal 
leadership positions.  
Implications for this Study 
     Copland’s (2003) work that utilizes distributed leadership for reform 
“understands that school improvement necessarily requires cultural change and 
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recognizes individual change as a necessary prerequisite to a change in culture” 
(p. 380). Leaders have to establish ways of doing business by facilitating the 
creation of norms, beliefs, and principles as they emerge within the organization 
through collaboration, capacity building and learning, inquiry, and shared 
decision making. “Leadership for change comes from within the school, growing 
out of the inquiry process” (Copland, 2003, p. 387). The role of Copland’s inquiry 
supports distributed leadership and relates to teacher commitment. A particular 
form of inquiry with questions focused on what are the strengths of the 
organization (AI) is said to relate to growth in direction of the questions. Through 
the process of collaborative inquiry, growth and learning lead to change.  
 
Organizational Learning 
     Meaningful change emerges through learning, and “the idea of developing 
capacities for individual and organizational learning has established itself as a 
key priority in designing and managing organizations that can deal with the 
challenges of a turbulent world” (Morgan, 2006, p.84). Deep, purposeful, and 
masterful learning is needed in order for purposeful and meaningful change to 
occur.  
Origin  
     Two seminal works form the foundation for organizational learning. To begin, 
Argyris and Shon (1978) first initiated the conversation in their book 
 
 
 
 
23 
 
Organizational Learning: A Theory of Action Perspective. This work is referenced 
in nearly all organizational learning literature. Their work on single and double 
loop learning will be presented shortly. Another seminal work is Senge’s (1990), 
The Fifth Discipline: The Art and Practice of the Learning Organization. He built 
on and expanded Argyris and Shon’s work. This text is also referenced in nearly 
all organizational learning literature. His work will be presented next. 
Core Learning Disciplines 
     Senge (1990) insisted that there are five core learning disciplines that are 
equally important in and of themselves as well as collectively as a foundation for 
organizational learning. The first discipline is personal mastery: 
Personal mastery is the discipline of continually clarifying and deepening 
our personal vision, of focusing our energies, of developing patience, and 
of seeing reality objectively. As such, it is an essential cornerstone of the 
learning organization—the learning organization’s spiritual foundation. An 
organization’s commitment to and capacity for learning can be no greater 
than that of its members. (Senge, 1990, p.7) 
     The second discipline is the concept of mental models which focuses on 
assumptions and beliefs: 
Mental models are deeply ingrained assumptions, generalizations, or even 
pictures or images that influence how we understand the world and how 
we take action. Very often, we are not consciously aware of our mental 
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models or the effects they have on our behavior. … The discipline of 
working with mental models starts with turning the mirror inward; learning 
to unearth our internal pictures to the world, to bring them to the surface 
and hold them rigorously to scrutiny. It also includes the ability to carry on 
‘learningful’ conversations that balance inquiry and advocacy, where 
people expose their own thinking effectively and make that thinking open 
to the influence of others. (Senge, 1990, pp.8-9) 
     The third discipline is shared vision which focuses on ownership in 
aspirations: 
The practice of shared vision involves the skills of unearthing shared 
‘pictures of the future’ that foster genuine commitment and enrollment 
rather than compliance. In mastering this discipline, leaders learn the 
counterproductiveness of trying to dictate a vision, no matter how heartfelt. 
(Senge, 1990, p. 9) 
     The fourth discipline focuses on team learning, building collective capacity. 
Dialogue is essential to the process:  
The discipline of team learning starts with ‘ dialogue,’ the capacity of 
members of a team to suspend assumptions and enter in a genuine 
‘thinking together.’ … The discipline of dialogue also involves learning how 
to recognize the patterns of interaction in teams that undermine learning. 
The patterns of defensiveness are often deeply ingrained in how a team 
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operates. If unrecognized, they undermine learning. If recognized and 
surfaced creatively, they can accelerate learning. Team learning is vital 
because teams, not individuals, are the fundamental learning unit in 
modern organizations. This is where the rubber meets the road; unless 
teams can learn, the organization cannot learn. (Senge, 1990, p.10) 
     The fifth discipline is systems thinking. Systems thinking focuses on 
interdependence: 
Systems ‘are bound by invisible fabrics of interrelated actions, which often 
take years to fully play out their effects on each other. Since we are a part 
of the lacework ourselves, it’s doubly hard to see the whole pattern of 
change. Instead we focus on snapshots of isolated parts of the system, 
and wonder why our deepest problems never get solved. Systems thinking 
is a conceptual framework, a body of knowledge and tools that has been 
developed in the last fifty years, to make the full patterns clearer, and to 
help us see how to change them effectively.’ (Senge, 1990, p. 7)  
     These five disciplines are essential to organizational learning. Learning occurs 
in two forms, single and double loop. 
Single Loop Learning 
     Going through rote processes is considered “single-loop learning.” Many 
organizations progress through single-loop learning proficiently by “developing an 
ability to scan the environment, set objectives, and monitor the general 
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performance of the system in relation to these objectives. This basic skill is often 
institutionalized in the form of information systems designed to keep the 
organization ‘on course’” (Morgan, 2006, p.84). Many organizations are proficient 
in the single-loop learning and feel relatively comfortable with it because it does 
not really mandate ideological change. Morgan points out that “Situations in 
which policies and operating standards are challenged tend to be exceptional 
rather than the rule. Under these circumstances, single-loop learning systems 
are reinforced and may actually serve to keep an organization on the wrong 
course” (Morgan, 2006, p.86). It is often more comfortable to stay on course, 
even if it is the wrong course. Argyris and Schon (1978) as cited in Collinson et al 
explain:  
Organizational learning involves changing theories of action, either by 
refining them (single-loop learning) or by questioning shared assumptions 
and norms to reach new theories-in-use (double-loop learning). The first 
represents a cognitive and behavioral change. Thus, Argyris and Schon 
(1978) defined organizational learning as a process of individual and 
collective inquiry that modifies or constructs organizational theories-in-use. 
(Collinson, Cook, & Conley, 2006, p. 109)  
Double Loop Learning 
     In order to change the course, double-loop learning is necessary: “To learn 
and change, organizational members must be skilled in understanding the 
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assumptions, frameworks, and norms guiding current activity and be able to 
challenge and change them when necessary” (Morgan, 2006, p.89). 
Organizations and people need to understand and challenge current ideologies 
in order to consider new ones. Senge’s work in learning organizations “invites 
organizational members to challenge how they see and think about 
organizational reality, using different templates and mental models, especially 
those generated by ‘systems thinking,’ to create new capacities through which 
organizations can extend their ability to create the future” (Morgan, 2006, p.90). 
For an organization to be able to create a future, processes need to be facilitated 
by a leader to help the organization understand relevant information and identity 
before trying to implement strategy and operation  
     Distributed leadership and inquiry provide the conditions for double-loop 
learning to occur and actually transform educational practice. “Inquiry has also 
been linked to innovation, a necessity for organizational renewal. In learning 
enriched schools, when groups of teachers or the whole school faculty engaged 
in inquiry together or felt supported in experiments with innovations, their 
confidence grew, encouraging them to innovate again (Rosenholtz, 1989)” 
(Collinson, Cook, & Conley, 2006, p. 111). Past reform efforts have focused on a 
quick fix attempt to change educational practice. However, “Organizational 
learning is a long-term continuous investment—a way of thinking and doing-that 
takes time” (Collinson, Cook, & Conley, 2006, p. 114). In order for meaningful 
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and sustainable change to occur organizational learning is necessary. 
Organizational learning is transformative: 
Schools and school systems face, and will continue to face, a barrage of 
new demands requiring innovation and change. Organizational learning, 
when understood and implemented carefully, has the capacity to help 
students, adults, and the organization learn better. By exploiting what they 
have already learned as they innovate and learn new things, faculties can 
respond proactively to internally generated improvements and externally 
imposed changes. Organizational learning is not a quick fix solution or fad. 
It requires collective attention and learning from members as they seek 
continuous improvement for students, themselves, and the organization. 
(Collinson, Cook, & Conley, 2006, p. 114)  
     Distributed leadership and learning through the inquiry process leads to 
organizational double-loop learning that can change practice and pedagogy 
through the implementation of the CCSS. The learning could create the future:  
Schools that engage in organizational learning enable staff at all levels to 
learn collaboratively and continuously and put this learning to use in 
response to social needs and the demands of their environment. The 
concept of schools as learning organizations is a promising vision that can 
make a valuable contribution to guiding the direction of future school 
change. (Silins, Mulford, & Zarins, 2002, p. 639)  
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     Organizational learning and implementation of CCSS requires a collaborative 
leadership structure; it cannot rely on the leadership of a single person. The top-
down models of past reforms have illustrated the ineffectiveness of the single 
leader model. True transformation requires leadership to be distributed across 
the system. Inquiry into transformation was the impetus for Appreciative Inquiry. 
Organizational Learning Capability  
     The Organizational Learning Capability (OLC) scale assesses the learning 
capability across the organization (Chiva, Alegre, Lapiedra, 2007). The original 
instrument consists of items from five subscales: experimentation; risk-taking; 
interaction with the environment; dialogue; and participative decision-making. 
The subscales and model are explained in Figure 1: The Conceptual Model of 
the Organizational Learning Capability. Learning is a huge component of change, 
therefore it is important to measure the organizational learning capability in an 
organization. 
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Figure 1. The conceptual model of organizational learning capability.(Chiva, 
Alegre, & Lapiedra, 2007, p. 227). Chiva, R., Alegre, J., & Lapiedra, R. (2007). 
Measuring organizational learning capability among the workforce. International 
Journal of Manpower 28(3/4), p. 224-242. 
 
 
Implications for this Study 
     Organizational learning and distributed leadership include all individuals in an 
organization in constructing meaningful change. Both distributed leadership and 
organizational learning are reliant on the social construction of knowledge. 
Appreciative Inquiry is founded on that very concept.  
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Appreciative Inquiry 
     The problem with most reform efforts is that they ignore the positive core of an 
existing system and attempt to force change onto people instead of involving 
those people in positive and constructive ways of implementation. Appreciative 
Inquiry has the potential to engage educators in creating a positive future that 
transforms classroom practice by building on the strengths and effective 
practices that currently exist. To date, that potential has not been effectively 
tested. 
Origin 
     The concept “Appreciative Inquiry” was conceived by David Cooperrider in 
1990. He did an experiment at the Case Western Reserve University in which he 
interviewed teams using two different approaches: with one group, he asked 
them what was wrong with the organization; with the other group, he asked what 
was right, what was working in the organization (Martinez, 2002, p. 34). He 
discovered that the language that was used had a profound effect on the 
outcome of the interview. Even though the two groups were providing feedback 
on the same organization, the interview data were dramatically different. As a 
result, Cooperrider concluded that “the act itself of asking positive questions 
affected the organization positively; asking negative questions affected the 
organization negatively” (Martinez, 2002, p. 35). In other words, language frames 
thinking and perspective. This early research was the foundation for the 
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appreciative inquiry model and gave rise to the numerous studies reported 
above.  
     To understand the philosophic underpinnings of AI, it is important to have a 
shared understanding of what each of the words in Appreciative Inquiry mean as 
defined by Cooperrider. The first word, appreciate, is as “valuing; recognizing the 
best in people and in organizations” (Cooperrider & Whitney, 2005, p. 7). The 
second word, inquiry, means “the act of discovery, exploration, examination, 
looking at, investigation, and study” (Cooperrider & Whitney, 2005, p. 7). 
Thus, Appreciative Inquiry is a thorough investigation of what works in an 
organization and uses the strengths of the organization as the impetus for 
continued growth. This is the definition adopted for the purpose of this study.  
Appreciative Inquiry Foundation 
     Components that are the foundation of the AI framework include the 
appreciative interview and the four/five D cycle, in addition to a set of 
principles/assumptions.  
     AI is reliant on several assumptions. “The major assumption of Appreciative 
inquiry is that in every organization something works and change can be 
managed through the identification of what works, and the analysis of how to do 
more of what works” (Hammond, 1998, p. 3). Assumptions, according to 
Hammond (1998), are “the set of beliefs shared by a group, that cause the group 
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to think and act in certain ways” (Hammond, 1998, p. 13). Hammond elaborates 
on the power of assumptions:  
The beauty of assumptions is they become a shorthand for the group. 
When faced with similar situations, a group just acts and doesn’t re-
evaluate each time. Groups have a large number of assumptions 
operating at an unconscious level. Shared assumptions allow the group to 
work efficiently because they don’t have to constantly stop and determine 
what they believe and how they should act. The downside is that the 
group may fail to see new data that contradicts their belief and they may 
miss an opportunity to improve their effectiveness. This is why it is 
important to bring to the surface and evaluate group assumptions every so 
often to see if the assumptions are still valid. (Hammond, 1998, p. 14) 
     People’s actions are based on their assumptions. The collective action of a 
group works on the same principle of operating off of the collective assumptions. 
Hammond (1998) succinctly clarifies the role that assumptions play:  
• Assumptions are statements or rules that explain what a group 
generally believes. 
• Assumptions explain the context of the group’s choices and 
behaviors. 
• Assumptions are usually not visible to or verbalized by the 
participants/members; rather they develop and exist. 
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• Assumptions must be made visible and discussed before anyone 
can be sure of the group beliefs. (Hammond, 1998, p. 15) 
     There are eight specific assumptions of Appreciative Inquiry:  
1. In every society, organization, or group, something works. 
2. What we focus on becomes our reality. 
3. Reality is created in the moment, and there are multiple realities. 
4. The act of asking questions of an organization or group influences 
the group in some way. 
5. People have more confidence and comfort to journey to the future 
(the unknown) when they carry forward parts of the past (the 
known).  
6. If we carry parts of the past forward, they should be what is best 
about the past. 
7. It is important to value differences. 
8. The language we use creates our reality. (Hammond, 1998, p. 21) 
     Belief in the assumptions is pivotal to the success of AI. “For Appreciative 
Inquiry to work its magic, you have to believe and internalize the assumptions” 
(Hammond, 1998, p. 23). These assumptions are directly correlated to the 
principles on which AI is founded. 
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     There are eight principles of Appreciative inquiry that are the basis for the 
assumptions which are summarized in Table 2: Summary of the Eight Principles 
of Appreciative Inquiry. 
 
Table 2 
Summary of the Eight Principles of Appreciative Inquiry 
Principle Definition 
The 
Constructioni
st Principle 
Words Create Worlds 
Reality as we know it is a subjective rather than objective state. 
It is socially created through language and conversations. 
 
The 
Simultaneity 
Principle  
Inquiry Creates Change 
Inquiry is intervention. 
The moment we ask a question, we begin to create change. 
 
The Poetic  
Principle 
We Can Choose What We Study 
Organizations, like open books, are endless sources of study 
and learning. 
What we choose to study makes a difference. It describes—even 
creates—the world as we know it. 
 
The 
Anticipatory 
Principle 
Images Inspire Action 
Human systems move in the direction of their images of the 
future.  
The more positive and hopeful the images of the future are, the 
more positive the present-day action will be. 
 
The Positive  
Principle 
Positive Questions Lead to Positive Change 
Momentum for large-scale change requires large amounts of 
positive effect and social bonding. 
This momentum is best generated through positive questions 
that amplify the positive core. 
 
The 
Wholeness 
Principle 
Wholeness Brings Out the Best 
Wholeness brings out the best in people and organizations. 
Bringing all stakeholders together in large group forums 
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stimulates creativity and builds collective capacity. 
 
 
The 
Enactment 
Principle 
Acting “As If” Is Self-Fulfilling 
To really make a change, we must “be the change we want to 
see.” 
Positive change occurs when the change is a living model of the 
ideal future. 
 
The Free-
Choice 
Principle 
Free Choice Liberates Power 
People perform better and are more committed when they have 
freedom to choose how and what they contribute. 
Free choice stimulates organizational excellence and positive 
change.  
(Whitney & Trosten-Bloom, 2002, p.52) 
 
 
     The next section will describe how the AI assumptions and principles are 
applied in interviews. 
     A critical component of AI is the appreciative interview. “At the heart of AI is 
the appreciative interview, a one-on-one dialogue among organization members 
and stakeholders using questions related to highpoint experiences, valuing, and 
what gives life to the organization at its best” (Cooperrider & Whitney, 2005, p. 
14). Questions similar to the following are asked: 
1. Describe a time in your organization that you consider a high point 
experience, a time when you were most engaged and felt alive and 
vibrant. 
2. Without being modest, tell me what it is that you most value about 
yourself, your work, and your organization. 
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3. What are the core factors that give life to your organization when it 
is at its best? 
4. Imagine your organization ten years from now, when everything is 
just as you always wished it could be. What is different? How have 
you contributed to this dream organization?” (Cooperrider & 
Whitney, 2005, p. 14) 
     Questions like these acknowledge the individual contributions to the larger 
change process. “Answers to questions like these and the stories they generate 
are shared throughout the organization, resulting in new, more compelling 
images of the organization and its future” (Cooperrider & Whitney, 2005, p. 14). 
The appreciative interviews create the data that are used for an organization to 
identify the positive core, the strengths that are collectively shared in the 
organization. After the positive core has been revealed, the organization builds 
the future around those strengths using a cycle that will be described in the next 
section. 
Application  
     Applying AI involves using four or five steps as a process for change around 
the positive core of the strengths that exist in the system including memories of 
the best and visions of what can be. In some of the literature, the process is 
referred to as the “4-D cycle” which includes: 1) discovery, 2) dream, 3) design, 
and 4) deliver (Willoughby & Tosey, 2007; Filleul, 2009; Whitney, 1998; Whitney 
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et al, 2010). Through this process, learning and change occur.  It will begin with 
the introduction of the affirmative topic of choice. In some literature, Appreciative 
Inquiry involves using five steps known as the 5-Ds which includes define as the 
first stage (Tschannen-Moran, 2012). Figure 2: 5-D Model of Appreciative Inquiry 
shows the stages in the process. Table 3: The Appreciative Inquiry Process 
provides more details about each stage. Essentially, the two models are very 
similar. The major difference is in the label of the “affirmative topic” being 
introduced in the 4-D model and the “define” being the label for clarifying the 
work around the positive core in the 5-D cycle. For the purpose of this study, the 
5-D cycle will be used.  
 
 
Figure 2. 5-D Model of Appreciative Inquiry (Tschannen-Moran, 2012). 
Tschannen-Moran, M. & Tschannen-Moran, B. (2011). Taking a strengths-based 
focus improves school culture. Journal of School Leadership, 21, 422-448. 
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Table 3 
 
 The Appreciative Inquiry Process  
Appreciative Inquiry 
Define—Clarifying 
Affirmative topic selection is an opportunity for members of an organization to 
set a strategic course for the future—the agenda for learning, knowledge 
sharing, and action. 
 
Discovery—Appreciating  
Mobilizing the whole system by engaging all stakeholders in the articulation of 
strengths and best practices 
Identifying “The best of what has been and what is” 
 
Dream—Envisioning Results   
Creating a clear results-oriented vision in relation to discovered potential and in 
relation to questions of higher purpose, such as, “What is the world calling us to 
become?” 
 
Design—Co-constructing  
Creating possibility propositions of the ideal organization, articulating an 
organization design that people feel is capable of drawing upon and magnifying 
the positive core to realize the newly expressed dream. 
 
Destiny—Sustaining  
Strengthening the affirmative capability of the whole system, enabling it to build 
hope and sustain momentum for onging positive change and high performance.  
 
(Cooperrider & Whitney, 2005, p. 16)     
 
     The 5-D cycle, prepares organizations for continual growth around the 
strengths in the system. “Appreciative Inquiry leads to the design of appreciative 
organizations, capable of supporting stakeholders in the realization of the triple 
bottom line: people, profits, and planet” (Cooperrider & Whitney, 2005, p. 30). 
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Translating that into educational outcomes might include students, performance, 
and society. “The transformation of existing organizations into appreciative 
organizations and the creation of innovative organizations to meet the needs of 
the twenty-first century follow a similar path through the 4-D cycle, but each 
requires a slightly different focus at each phase” (Cooperrider & Whitney, 2005, 
p. 30). There are many different approaches to applying AI in general and the 5-
D cycle specifically. Each application of AI, regardless of the approach, “liberates 
the power of inquiry, builds relationships, and unleashes learning” (Cooperrider & 
Whitney, 2005, p. 37).  
     The two most common applications of AI include the “whole-system inquiry” 
and the “AI Summit” (Cooperrider & Whitney, 2005, p. 37). The whole-system 
inquiry essentially involves all of the stages occurring over a period of time. An AI 
Summit is a “large-scale meeting process” occurring over a four day period in 
which a day is devoted to each of the Ds (Cooperrider & Whitney, 2005, p. 38-
39).  
     Previous AI endeavors have provided “insights into how to move 
pragmatically from centralized command and control organizational designs to 
truly post bureaucratic designs that distribute power and liberate human energy” 
(Cooperrider & Whitney, 2005, p. 34). In other words they claim that AI has the 
potential to transform top-down leadership to distributed forms of leadership to 
build and maximize capacity.  
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     In essence, Appreciative Inquiry depends on the theoretical framework of the 
social construction of knowledge throughout the system involving all members:  
We are infants in understanding appreciative processes of knowing and 
social construction. Yet we see increasingly clarity that the world is ready 
to leap beyond methodologies of deficit-based change and enter a domain 
that is life centric. AI theory states that organizations are centers of human 
relatedness, first and foremost, and relationships thrive where there is an 
appreciative eye—when people see the best in one another, share their 
dreams and ultimate concerns in affirming ways, and are connected in full 
voice to create not just new worlds but better worlds. The velocity and 
largely informal spread of appreciative learning suggests a growing 
disenchantment with exhausted theories of change, especially those 
wedded to vocabularies of human deficit and a corresponding urge to 
work with people, groups, and organizations in more constructive, positive, 
life-affirming, and even spiritual ways. AI is more than a simple 4-D cycle 
of discovery, dream, design, and destiny; what is being introduced is 
something deeper at the core. (Cooperrider & Whitney, 2005, p. 61) 
 
     The lengthy citation from Cooperrider and Whitney emphasizes the positive 
core of AI and that it is reliant on a group of people, not just one leader: “Perhaps 
our inquiry must become the positive revolution we want to see in the world” 
(Cooperrider & Whitney, 2005, p. 62). The emphasis is on the collective work of 
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the group. An essential component to the process is that “everyone has a role in 
creating positive change” (Cooperrider & Whitney, 2005, p. 45). The authors 
elaborate:  
Successful change management requires the attention, focus, and 
commitment of large numbers of people. Our experience suggests that the 
more positive the focus of the change effort, the stronger the attraction to 
participate and the more likely people are to get involved and stay 
involved. Clarity of roles, responsibilities, and relationships creates 
channels of participation and supports active involvement of all 
stakeholders. (Cooperrider & Whitney, 2005, p. 45) 
AI offers a way to inspire an educational transformation. Educators can create 
the transformation for the benefit of society rather than having society dictate 
what needs to be done.  
     The involvement of all people in the stages of define, discovery, dream, 
design, and destiny means that they are involved in creating and implementing 
the transformations based on personal and collective strengths. Although the 
collective effort is crucial, leadership is essential also: 
 Leadership must be present throughout the process, asking powerful, 
positive, value-based questions, expecting the best, and being truly 
curious about the hopes and dreams of organizational members. By 
modeling AI as a relational leadership practice, leaders send a clear and 
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consistent message: positive change is the pathway to success around 
here. (Cooperrider & Whitney, 2005, p. 46) 
     Appreciative Inquiry has been linked to leadership. Hart, Conklin, and Allen 
(2008) included examples of appreciative inquiry being used in many different 
settings by “drawing on illustrative cases where we have employed it in 
workplace and educational settings” (Hart, Conklin, and Allen, 2008, p. 633). 
Much of the research on appreciative inquiry focuses on events in which leaders 
have used appreciative inquiry. The work of Hart et al braids appreciative inquiry, 
transformative learning, and leader development together instead of looking at 
each topic individually as most research has done. Also, they state that they 
“acknowledge that further research specifically measuring outcomes related to 
transformative learning—how AI helps leaders develop new frames of reference, 
habits of mind, and points of view—is critically necessary” (Hart, Conklin, and 
Allen, 2008, p. 648). Thus, the need for studies like the currently proposed one. 
Learning is an essential part of the transformational process. In order for change 
to occur, learning must occur.  
Studies 
     Appreciative Inquiry, as a method of research, a process, and a philosophy, 
has been written about for 25 years; however, most of the articles have been 
written within the last ten years. Literature in general espousing AI is fairly 
abundant (Lahman, 2011; Elleven, 2007; Markova & Holland, 2005; Lehner & 
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Ruona, 2014; Carr-Stewart & Walker, 2003). Actual studies of AI are fairly sparse 
as the next couple of tables and figure will illustrate.  Although the focus of this 
study is on AI’s potential in educational change, consulting AI literature from 
other fields was useful. The chart below in Figure 3: Distribution of Appreciative 
Inquiry Fields of Study shows the distribution of research articles that were 
consulted from various fields to inform this study. Out of 49 articles 19 were from 
education, ten from organizational development, and seven were from health 
care.  
 
 
Figure 3. Distribution of Appreciative Inquiry Fields of Study. 
 
     Furthermore, most of the literature describes or reviews AI. Most of the writing 
about AI describes its origin, the 4 or 5 D cycle, the assumptions and/or 
Distribution of AI Fields of Study 
Education
Health Care
Organizational Development
Pyschology
Tourism
Coaching
Evaluation
Library
Government
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principles, and in some articles, narratives of AI experiences are shared. The 
table below illustrates what types of writing is being done on the topic of AI. 
 
Table 4 
Types of Literature on Appreciative Inquiry 
Type Quantity 
Description of AI 23 
Qualitative Studies 13 
Review Articles 7 
Proposals/Conceptual Essays 3 
Mixed Methodology Studies 2 
Quantitative Analysis 1 
Total Reviewed 49 
      
      
     Some of the existing literature focused on explaining Appreciative Inquiry 
(Elleven, 2007; Martinez, 2002; Whitney, 1998). Other studies explained how the 
Appreciative Inquiry process was used in a single event in which data were not 
collected (Filleul, 2009; Johnson & Leavitt, 2001; Markova & Holland, 2005). 
Appreciative Inquiry has been used as a conduit for school reform and 
documented in several case studies (Clarke, Egan, Fletcher, & Ryan, 2006; 
Willoughby & Tosey, 2007; Hart, Conklin, & Allen, 2008; Tschannen-Moran & 
Tschannen-Moran, 2011) and in an ethnographic study (Ryan, Soven, Smither, 
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Sullivan, & VanBuskirk, 1999). Further research in the area of how Appreciative 
Inquiry is used to transform an organizational culture is needed (Hart, Conklin, & 
Allen, 2008). Several researchers also concluded that there is a need for further 
analytical evaluation of the intersection of the theory and practice of Appreciative 
Inquiry (Willoughby & Tosey, 2007). Additionally, more research is needed to 
study the relationship between organizational learning and organizational change 
through the use of Appreciative Inquiry strategies.  
     Table 5: Overview of Appreciative Inquiry Literature in Education provides an 
overview of the literature in the field of education on AI. 
 
Table 5 
Overview of Appreciative Inquiry Literature in Education 
Year Authors Study/Participants Implications/Relevance 
2012 Evans, 
Thornton, & 
Usinger 
na—review article  The authors review four 
change theories to provide 
educational leaders with a 
foundation for implementing 
change. The four change 
theories are: continuous 
improvement; two approaches 
to organizational learning; and 
appreciative inquiry.  
 
2011 Boerema Qualitative, semi-
structured interviews 
using AI-type 
questions. Sample size 
was 8. The interview 
data was analyzed 
using open coding, 
The implications of the study 
reveal that more support is 
needed for the important role 
of educational learning leader, 
principal. Few implications for 
AI itself were revealed.  
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followed by axial 
coding. 
 
2011 Lahman na—proposal for use of 
AI 
The author proposes using AI 
to “further student resistance 
against Idealism, Frustration, 
and Demoralization (IFD) 
disease. The author asserts 
the proposal based on ten 
years of experience of using AI 
and experiencing increased 
engagement in class. Reviews 
some AI literature. 
 
2011 Tschannen-
Moran & 
Tschannen-
Moran 
Repeated measures 
longitudinal case study.  
The authors discuss AI as an 
organizational change method 
and describe the generative 
cycle of AI. The authors also 
describe previous educational 
studies. The data/results from 
previous studies are shared. 
The results are mostly positive 
for AI, but the authors 
acknowledge that other 
variables may have impacted 
the results. 
 
2010 Grandy & 
Holton 
A qualitative study, 
anecdotal in nature. 
The study was 
conducted in 3 stages: 
discovery, 3 hours, 23 
students; dreaming, 80 
minutes, less students; 
designing, 80 minutes, 
number of students not 
identified. 
 
AI was explored as a 
pedagogical tool to create 
development and change 
opportunities in a business 
school. The article was not 
very useful.  
2010 Lewis & Emil Quantitative and 
qualitative utilizing 
action research, survey 
methods, and program 
Using the instrument to initiate 
the AI process to reform the 
school counseling program 
was relevant. The authors 
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evaluation. Sample 
size was 29. The 
instrument appears to 
be strong.  
recommend following up with 
more in-depth surveys, 
interviews, focus groups, and 
meetings with other 
stakeholders. 
 
2010 Steyn A qualitative study 
using a 
phenomenological 
approach was used on 
a convenient and 
purposeful sample of 4 
schools.  
The author concludes that AI 
offers a new focus/approach to 
professional development. 
“Through AI, PD can create a 
sound school climate that 
nurtures both teachers’ and 
learners’ development and 
learning” (337). 
 
2009 Conklin Qualitative in nature. 
The author describes 
experience using AI. 
The author describes AI, the 
4D cycle, and implementation 
of AI in a business classroom. 
It is not a very useful article.  
 
2009 Filleul Qualitative in nature as 
it describes how AI was 
applied in a school 
district. It is a narrative 
account.  
The author explains the AI 
work that has been done over 
the course of 4 years in district 
in general and at two schools 
specifically. The author’s 
narrative accounts espouse 
the power and potential for AI’s 
“sense of ownership and 
lasting change” (40). 
 
2009 Kozik, 
Cooney, 
Vinciguerra, 
Gradel, & 
Black 
The project involved 35 
participants in a 1 day 
event. Both qualitative 
and quantitative data 
were collected.  
The AI process was 
considered ideal for being 
reflective and inclusive in 
determining how to encourage 
collaboration among various 
stakeholders to meet the 
needs of all stakeholders.   
 
2008 Hart, Conklin, 
& Allen 
Qualitative case 
studies in which 
thematic analysis was 
used. One analysis is 
The authors provide a strong 
overview of the literature and 
history of AI and describe the 
4D cycle as well as examples 
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based on a 2 day 
retreat with 45-50 
managers. 
of questions to ask during the 
process. The authors describe 
two examples “to illustrate how 
elements of transformative 
learning can be achieved 
through the use of AI 
methodology” (640). The 
researchers acknowledge that 
further research on how 
leaders implement AI and 
measure outcomes is needed.  
 
2007 Clarke, Egan, 
Fletcher, & 
Ryan 
Qualitative study 
involving participatory 
action research and 
case studies over two 
years. Specific details 
about the unit of study 
are not included.  
Appreciative inquiry was used 
as a lens to facilitate learning 
and growth around a number 
of outcomes. The specifics of 
how AI was used are not 
shared; AI is just mentioned as 
being a part of the process 
used in achieving the desired 
outcomes.  
 
2007 Elleven na—describes AI The author introduces AI, the 
4D cycle, explains the 
assumptions, and contrasts 
problem solving vs. 
appreciative inquiry. The 
author also discusses the 
potential for use of AI in 
student affairs and provides 
further recommendations for 
further learning. 
  
2007 Willoughby & 
Tosey 
Qualitative bounded 
case study in a 
secondary school.  
AI was evaluated as a school 
improvement process. Good 
questions were used in the 
process. The implications are 
that more evaluation around AI 
in educational reform is 
needed.  
 
2005 Daly & na—conceptual essay The authors contextualize 
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Chrispeels negativity and lack of effective 
change around NCLB and its 
sanctions and labels of failure. 
The authors advocate for a 
strengths-based approach, but 
not necessarily AI. They 
actually describe a “strengths-
based reflexive inquiry (SBRI) 
model” (12). 
 
2005 Markova & 
Holland 
Describes AI and uses 
testimonials to illustrate 
potential. 
The authors discuss and 
describe AI, its potential, and 
its varied applications. The 
testimonials are used to 
contextualize the applications. 
 
2005 Yoder Action research/ 
phenomenological 
study. Sample was 100 
leaders from a large, 
urban community 
college.  
The author links AI with 
emotional intelligence (EI). It is 
an interesting study in which 
the emotional intelligence test 
(MSCEITTM) was administered 
prior to the appreciative 
interview. Many parallels were 
drawn between AI and EI.  
 
2004 Lehner & 
Ruona 
na—describes AI The authors contextualize the 
application of AI in educational 
settings and provide good 
ideas for future studies. 
 
2003 Carr-Stewart 
& Walker 
na—review article The authors describe AI and 
applications of AI. 8 different 
applications/studies of AI are 
mentioned, but not in any 
depth and the references do 
not include information about 
how to access the studies.  
 
1999 Ryan, Soven, 
Smither, 
Sullivan, 
VanBuskirk 
AI as an ethnographic 
method. Quantitative 
data were collected 
and analyzed.  
This marks the first use of AI in 
school reform.  
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     Despite multiple research studies using qualitative and quantitative forms of 
analysis available in the fields of positive psychology, nursing, tourism, and 
organizational development, limited research exists in the field of education 
specifically, and particularly in research on educational leadership. Furthermore, 
the Appreciative Inquiry literature in education employs primarily qualitative 
methods. A quantitative study revealing the potential for organizational learning 
and systems change through the use of Appreciative Inquiry is needed to test the 
viability of AI as a model of educational leadership and its effectiveness in 
bringing about measureable change.  
 Using Appreciative Inquiry to Implement Common Core State Standards Reform  
     The Common Core State Standards offer an opportunity for educators to 
better meet the needs of students. An AI process provides the opportunity for 
educators to identify the positive core of the educational system and design a 
future that builds on the strengths that exist in the system. The emphasis is upon 
what is right with the organization and forms the basis for the new reform and 
further growth. The AI model proposes a cycle of inquiry through distributed 
leadership that empowers all educators to create the implementation process 
rather than having the reform dictated to them.  
     Reform is not new to education. Educators have experienced one reform to 
the next, negating previous efforts, for well over a hundred years. Despite the 
well-intended outcomes of reform efforts, the top-down implementation dictated 
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by people outside of education, like politicians, have had limited impact (Tyack & 
Cuban, 1995). The educators who are expected to implement the reform and are 
the experts in the field are rarely consulted and are often resistant to the changes 
being imposed upon them. Effective and meaningful change can emerge from 
positive and collaborative inquiry in a shared and distributed leadership structure. 
Appreciative Inquiry (AI), a strengths-based approach to change, is a process for 
positive and collaborative inquiry that embraces distributed leadership.  
 
Potential 
     Appreciative Inquiry represents a significant shift in the way that one thinks 
about and approaches organizational learning and change (Whitney & Trosten-
Bloom, 2010, p. 15). The Appreciative Inquiry process revolves around the 
positive core of an organization. The positive core is the organization’s “most 
positive potential”; it is the organization’s strengths, hopes, and dreams (Whitney 
et al, 2010; Cooperrider & Whitney, 2005). In contrast, most other approaches to 
change focus on the problems, weaknesses, and deficits of the organization 
(Cooperrider, Whitney, & Stavros, 2008).  What is studied is altered as the 
organization moves from deficit-based change to a type of value-added positive 
change.  
     By changing the approach or view by which organizations confront change, 
the outcomes change. Therefore: “Founded upon this life centric view of 
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organizations, AI offers a positive, strengths-based approach to organization 
development and change management” (Cooperrider & Whitney, 2005, p. 1). AI 
has the potential to transform educational practice and change how business is 
done. Looking at the practical application of AI to the implementation of a reform 
initiative (like the CCSS) offers a sharp contrast to how past educational reform 
(like NCLB) have been implemented. 
     Traditionally, past reforms have sought to fix the entire educational system 
because it was broken; thus the pendulum analogy is usually associated with 
reform efforts. Reform has traditionally been thought of demanding a drastically 
different way of doing business because current practice was not good enough. 
Attempts at reform often led to educators refusing to change or to make small 
superficial changes (Tyack & Cuban, 1995). Cooperrider and Whitney (2005) 
reflect on what they learned as a result of their AI work/research: 
Human systems grow in the direction of what they persistently ask about, 
and this propensity is strongest and most sustainable when the means 
and ends of inquiry are positively correlated. The single most important 
action a group can take to liberate the human spirit and consciously 
construct a better future is to make the positive core the common and 
explicit property of all. (Cooperrider & Whitney, 2005, p. 9) 
     Instead of outsiders labeling all of the problems that exist in education, AI 
offers the opportunity for insiders to identify the positive core of their collective 
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practice to build capacity within the organization. Mapping the positive core is 
how: “In the process of inquiry in its positive core, an organization enhances its 
collective wisdom, builds energy and resiliency to change, and extends its 
capacity to achieve extraordinary results” (Cooperrider & Whitney, 2005, p. 10). 
Reform efforts in the past have been stilted from the beginning because of the 
manner in which they were implemented by outsiders imposing the changes and 
leaders attempting to force teachers to fix their practice. “In everything that it 
does, AI deliberately seeks to work from accounts of the positive core. This shift 
from problem analysis to positive core analysis is at the heart of positive change” 
(Cooperrider & Whitney, 2005, p. 11).  AI offers a different paradigm:  
In the old paradigm, change begins with a clear definition of the problem. 
Problem-solving approaches to change: 
• Are painfully slow, always asking people to look backward to 
yesterday’s causes 
• Rarely result in new vision 
• Are notorious for generating defensiveness. (Cooperrider & 
Whitney, 2005, p. 11-12) 
     The strength of AI that it involves everyone in the system as a part of the 
process of identifying the strengths, the vision, and a plan to get there utilizing 
the identified strengths:  
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It is readily recognized by organization development professionals that the 
greater the involvement of people in the process, the greater their 
commitment to change. That is, the more involvement people have in 
crafting change—personal and organizational—the more likely they are to 
carry it through to fruition.  (Whitney, 1998, p. 314) 
     Appreciative inquiry invites people into the process of creating the change that 
is needed. It will be important for “leaders [to] recognize that their job is to plant 
the seed and nurture the best in others” (Cooperrider & Whitney, 2005, p. 45). 
Leadership’s presence is necessary throughout the “process, asking powerful, 
positive, value-based questions, expecting the best, and being truly curious 
about the hopes and dreams of organizational members” (Cooperrider & 
Whitney, 2005, p. 46). Often, reading about AI inspires leaders to consider it as a 
viable option, but it also conjures concern that it may sound better in theory than 
it works in practice.  
     Criticism of strictly positive approaches to leadership in general and to AI 
specifically does exist. For example, Collinson (2012) claims that the early 2000s 
mark a time of excessively positive thinking (EPT) that many leaders use to 
communicate with and inspire others. He references framing and managing 
meaning and that they are frequently done "in highly, and sometimes 
excessively, positive ways" (Collinson, 2012, p. 88). He expands: "Equally, many 
researchers assert that leadership is fundamentally about influencing others and 
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that positivity is one of the most effective communication techniques" (Collinson, 
2012, p. 88). The main point is:  
To be sure, in certain contexts leaders' positivity may inspire followers, 
drive change and improve performance, especially when subordinates 
'believe in' leaders and trust in the veracity and consistency of their words 
and actions. However, problems can occur, particularly if this positivity is 
seen to be discrepant with everyday experience. For example, if leaders 
repeatedly promise that 'things can only get better' but over time this does 
not happen, followers can become increasingly skeptical and cynical. 
(Collinson, 2012, p. 88) 
     Collinson draws on critiques of positive thinking and the notion of “Prozac” 
leadership to try to illustrate the limitations of positivity and the tendency for 
leader positivity to become excessive. Drawing on Foucault's "emphasis on the 
positive nature of power" (89) Collinson explores "how excessive positivity may 
characterize leader-follower dialectics in ways that can erode preparedness and 
damage effectiveness" (89). It is important to note that AI does not advocate for 
excessive positivity; AI promotes the construct of beginning with positively stated 
questions to initiate a collaborative process of creating the future.  
     Koster & Lemelin (2009), confirm that AI is a shift from "deficit-based theory to 
positive life-centric theory" that utilizes the social constructionist of knowledge 
and “encourages researcher and participant reflexivity" (Koster & Lemelin, 2009, 
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p. 258). Although Koster & Lemelin support AI, they discuss some of the 
critiques. AI is sometimes labeled as a "management fad," "Pollyanna-ish," or 
"excessively focused on 'warm, fuzzy group hugs'" (Koster & Lemelin, 2009, p. 
260). In addition to some of the negative connotations associated with the 
process, Koster and Lemelin critique the lack of quantitative empirical studies 
that provide evidence of AI’s effectiveness. The limited examples that exist 
according to their review are:  Bushe & Coetzer (1995); Head (2000); and Jones 
(1998) and; "A fourth study by Busche & Kassam (2005) found that of the twenty 
AI cases, 'only seven achieved transformational change'" (Koster & Lemelin, 
2009, p. 260). There is a need for more research to evaluate AI’s potential for 
meaningful change. The study proposed here is meant to contribute to that 
evaluation by analyzing the relationships between AI, distributed leadership, 
organizational learning, and preparedness for CCSS implementation. 
     Willoughby & Tosey (2007), conducted a study entitled Imagine Meadfield, 
“the first known large-scale appreciative inquiry undertaken in an English 
secondary school" (Willoughby & Tosey, 2007, p. 499). Their study connects 
capacity building and distributed leadership to AI. The major critique that they 
offer is that there is a lot more "advocacy over evidence" in the AI literature 
(Willoughby & Tosey, 2007, p. 501). Willoughby & Tosey state that "AI has 
received little appreciative inquiry itself,” meaning that there is a lack of 
evaluation (Willoughby & Tosey, 2007, p. 503). Their study is: "a qualitative, 
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bounded case study that evaluated an AI project, in order to illustrate how AI 
might contribute to self-evaluation and school improvement" (Willoughby & 
Tosey, 2007, p. 504). AI was evaluated as a school improvement process. 
Although this study offers a critical evaluation, the implications are that more 
critical evaluation around AI is still necessary. Willoughby and Tosey (2007) 
conclude that: 
The epistemological emphasis of AI on the positive should not be taken to 
imply that AI in practice offers a non-contentious strategy for change that 
circumvents dissent or organizational politics. Equally, AI may also 
operate in a relatively conservative manner, appearing to offer more 
radical potential than it delivers. (Willoughby & Tosey, 2007, p. 514)  
Further studies involving whole school system reform would contribute to the field 
and to the understanding of the potential of the AI framework.   
Appreciative Capacities Inventory 
     Innovation Partners International has created the Appreciative Capacities 
Inventory (ACI) to assess individual awareness around one’s AI capacities in 
“knowing” and “practicing” positive change on a regular basis as a part of regular 
everyday being (ACI p. 1). The ACI will be used in this study to measure the 
appreciative capacity that exists in educators and school districts regardless of 
participating in any AI training.  
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     Although the literature in Appreciative Inquiry’s use in education is relatively 
limited, the studies that have emerged have demonstrated its potential. The 
principles of AI may be an indicator of its potential as well. The effectiveness of 
AI is said to depend on eight principles/assumptions. Assessing the existence of 
the assumptions/beliefs in the principles in educators (leaders and teachers) is 
necessary to evaluate AI’s potential. Reform efforts prior to CCSS have not 
considered the strengths that already exist in the system nor collaboratively 
designed an implementation plan around those strengths with the people who 
are actually supposed to implement the change. A measure of the 
principles/assumptions and an Appreciative Inquiry into the ideal implementation 
of the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) has the potential to provide a 
valuable template for the next reform, the implementation of the CCSS. 
     The next chapter discusses some ways in which to measure the constructs of 
Appreciative Inquiry, Distributed Leadership, Organizational Learning, and CCSS 
preparedness to examine the relationship within and between the constructs. 
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CHAPTER THREE 
METHODOLOGY 
 
     After a brief introduction, this chapter will describe the research design, the 
participants involved, and how the participants were recruited. Next, the 
constructs of interest and measures will be described. Finally, the hypotheses 
and proposed analysis will be presented.  
     Educational organizations can have the principles in place to benefit from an 
AI approach to the CCSS. Inventorying appreciative capacities and principles, 
distributed leadership, and organizational learning capabilities in an educational 
system can provide insight into the applicability of using AI as a process for 
implementation of the CCSS. Given these possibilities, the question which 
guided this research was: What is the relationship between educators’ 
appreciative capacity, distributed leadership, organizational learning, and 
preparedness to implement a state mandated curricular reform? 
 
Research Design 
     The study explored the relationships of the AI, distributed leadership, and 
organizational learning which exist in an organization even if the staff has not 
been trained in AI. The context for this study was educators’ preparedness to 
implement the impending CCSS reform. To explore these relationships, a 
questionnaire was created based on four existing instruments: Appreciative 
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Capacities Inventory (Innovation Partners International, 2008); Distributed 
Leadership Inventory (Hupia, Devos, & Rossee, 2009); Organizational Learning 
Capability (Chiva, Alegre, and Lapiedra, 2007); and, Teacher Perspectives on 
the Common Core (Editorial Projects in Education Research Center, 2013). 
Permission to use each of these instruments appears in Appendix E. 
 
Participants 
     Participants were drawn from school districts throughout the High Desert 
region in San Bernardino County. San Bernardino County is the largest 
geographical county in the United States, and is home to 33 school districts. 
Almost one-third of these 33 school districts are located in the High Desert. The 
participants for this study were drawn from the five unified school districts in the 
High Desert. Table 6: Overview of Participating High Desert Unified School 
Districts provides an overview of the five school districts which participated in the 
study. Although students were not included in the study, the number of students 
in the districts is reported to provide a context for the school district size.  
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Table 6 
Overview of Participating High Desert Unified School Districts 
District Number of Students 
Number of 
Teachers 
Number of  
Administrators 
Apple Valley USD 14,701 592 40 
Barstow USD 5,929 262 20 
Hesperia USD 23,448 915 77 
Silver Valley USD 2,395 127 11 
Snowline JUSD 8,071 316 29 
 Totals 2,212 177 
(CDE Ed. Data & Data Quest, 2012-2013 CBEDS) 
 
 
     The five High Desert school districts employ approximately 2,212 teachers 
and 177 administrators (2012-13 CalPADS/CDE data). All 2,389 educators were 
invited to complete the online questionnaire. The expected response rate was a 
range between 5-20% (Krathwohl, 2009, p. 587), yielding approximately 120-477 
participants, with an anticipated ratio of 12.5 teachers to each 1 administrator, 
since there are more teachers than administrators employed in the High Desert 
unified districts, so the participant ratio would be representative.  The online 
questionnaire was administered at the start of the 2014-2015 school year 
between August 26 and September 26, 2014. Collecting responses from across 
the High Desert was anticipated to allow for rich analysis of the relationships 
among the constructs of interest based on common approaches, resources, and 
training. Additionally, the study intended to provide relevant information to High 
Desert unified school district Superintendents. The five Superintendents may 
choose to use the information to determine what CCSS implementation support 
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is needed in the region. Individual districts may request to have their district data 
disaggregated to inform district efforts and support as well.  
 
Recruitment 
     After receiving formal permission (see Appendix A: Participating Districts 
Letters of Support) to conduct the study, the Superintendent from each of the five 
participating school districts forwarded a drafted text of an email that included the 
participant recruitment letter and a link to the online questionnaire (see Appendix 
B: Recruitment Email). This email also included the Informed Consent (see 
Appendix C: Informed Consent). Superintendents emailed the questionnaire 
opportunity out to all teachers and administrators in their school district using the 
school district email system and addresses. Participation was completely 
voluntary and all responses were collected anonymously. Participants 
electronically consented to participate. Survey Gizmo (www.surveygizmo.com) 
was used to administer the questionnaire and for data collection. The researcher 
sent reminder email drafts to the superintendents for them to forward to their 
certificated personnel. Initial contact and follow-up emails were sent from the 
district’s superintendent to all educators’ work email addresses in their school 
districts. The survey was open for one month, and a reminder emails were sent 
once a week by the superintendent for a total of three reminders.  Respondents 
were directed to complete the questionnaire as honestly and completely as 
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possible. The directions to participants and participant consent forms are in the 
appendix (Appendices A-C).  The questionnaire is in Appendix D: Survey Items. 
 
Constructs of Interest and Measures 
     A purposeful amalgamation of four existing instruments was used to assess 
preparedness to approach reform from a strengths-based, shared leadership, 
learning structure. Additional items based on the eight underlying principles of AI 
(Hammond, 1996) were added for the purpose of assessing appreciative 
capacity. Please see Appendix D for the complete questionnaire. 
Demographic Information 
     Demographic data was collected to describe the sample, determine if the 
sample was reflective of the county school district personnel, and possible 
generalization to other counties. Participants were asked to provide information 
about how long they have worked in education, their current role, and the school 
district for which they currently work.  
  Appreciative Inquiry  
     Appreciative Capacities. The Appreciative Capacities Inventory (ACI) 
(Innovation Partners International, 2008) measures adherence to AI principles 
and practices in an organization, regardless of staff being trained in AI or not. 
The ACI has been used by consultants working with teams to gauge the 
appreciative capacity of individuals and to spur self-reflection. The ACI consists 
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of 40 items and is divided into five subscales, with eight items on each subscale: 
reframing capacity; affirmative capacity; potential capacity; collaborative capacity; 
and, emergent capacity. Participants were asked to rate the 40 items from the 
ACI on a Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, 
5 = strongly agree) to assess their appreciative capacity. For the purposes of this 
study, AI was analyzed in whole, as such; the subscales were not analyzed 
individually. All 40 items are presented in Appendix D: Survey Items (see items 5 
– 44).  Table 7: Appreciative Capacity Inventory Example Statements by 
Capacity Subscale presents examples from the five types of capacities by 
subscale.   
 
Table 7 
 
Appreciative Capacity Inventory Example Statements by Capacity Subscale 
Capacity 
Subscale 
Item 
Numbers in 
Appendix D 
Example Statements 
Reframing Capacity 5-12 I am able to identify and redefine problems into possibilities. 
   
Affirmative Capacity 13-20 I use more positive statements than negative statements. 
   
Potential Capacity 21-28 I have a vivid image of what my future will look like five years from now. 
   
Collaborative Capacity 29-36 I take time to understand the concerns, intentions, and motivations of others. 
   
Emergent Capacity 37-44 I thrive in ambiguity more than certainty. 
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     The researcher inadvertently left one of the ACI items off of the survey. The 
statement, “I have a vivid image of what my future will look like five years from 
now,” which appears in Appendix D, item 28 was not included in the 
questionnaire that participants responded to. No data were collected on this item 
and the ACI only consisted of 39 items in this study. 
      Appreciative Inquiry Principles. As described and elaborated on in chapter 
2, the eight principles of AI according to Hammond (1998) are a “set of beliefs 
shared by a group that cause the group to think and act in certain ways” (p. 13). 
Belief in the principles of AI is pivotal to the success of AI in an organization. 
Assessing the extent to which the participants believe in the AI principles will 
inform the AI capacity. Since no measure exists, a researcher-developed 
measure was created based on researcher knowledge and expertise in this area. 
The researcher was interested in assessing the correlations between the 
principles and the ACI. Participants were asked to rate eight items on a Likert 
scale (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly 
agree) to assess AI principles. A sample item is: What we focus on becomes our 
reality. All eight items are provided in Appendix D: Survey Items (see items 46 - 
53). 
Distributed Leadership  
     The Distributed Leadership Inventory (DLI) measures perceptions of the 
quality of leadership and the extent to which leadership is distributed across the 
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system (Hulpia, Devos, & Rosseel, 2009).  Hulpia (2009) used subscales to 
measure distributed leadership: cooperation of the leadership team; leadership 
function; participative decision-making; organizational commitment; and, job 
satisfaction (p. 236-238). The original questionnaire contained 45 items to assess 
these subscales that were rated on a five point scale (strongly disagree/0; 
strongly agree/4). Table 8: Summary of Hulpia’s Psychometric Characteristics of 
the Subscales shows the overview of the psychometric characteristics of the 
subscales (Hulpia ,2009). 
 
Table 8 
Summary of Hulpia’s Psychometric Characteristics of the Subscales 
Subscale Number of Items 
 
Validity & Reliability 
 
 Cronbach’s α  
Cooperation of the 
leadership team 
 
10  .93 
Leadership function 
10 support 
3 supervision 
Principal .93 .83 
Asst. Prin. .93 .85 
Teacher Leaders 
 .91 .79 
Participative decision-
making 
 
6 
 
.81 
Organizational 
commitment & job 
satisfaction 
 
10 
 
.91 .79 
Job satisfaction of 
school leaders 6 
 .86 
     (Hulpia, Devos, & Roseel, 2009, pp. 236-238) 
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     The range of the Cronbach’s alphas indicate the scale is reliable. Participants 
in the current study were asked to rate 16 of the 45 items on a Likert scale (1 = 
strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree) to 
assess distributed leadership in their school and school district. Only two of the 
five subscales were used in this study: leadership function (support); and, 
participative decision-making. The cooperation of the leadership team subscale 
focuses too narrowly on the leadership team. This study focuses on distributed 
leadership across the organization not just to a particular team. The 
organizational commitment and job satisfaction subscales offer interesting data, 
but are not of particular relevance to this study.  All 10 items from the leadership 
function (support) subscale were used (see Appendix D: Survey Items, items 69-
74). An example item from the leadership function (support) subscale is: To what 
extent do the administrators/leaders promise a long term vision? All six items 
from the participative decision-making subscale were used (See Appendix D: 
Survey Items, items 75-84). An example item from the participative decision-
making subscale is: There is an appropriate level of autonomy in decision 
making.      
Organizational Learning 
     The Organizational Learning Capability (OLC) scale assesses the learning 
capability across the organization (Chiva, Alegre, Lapiedra, 2007). The original 
instrument consists of 14 items from five subscales: experimentation; risk-taking; 
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interaction with the environment; dialogue; and participative decision-making. 
The psychometric properties for the OLC are shown in Table 9: Means, Standard 
Deviations, Composite Reliabilities, Cronbach’s Alphas, and Correlations 
between the Dimensions of the Organizational Learning Capability Second Order 
Factor Model. The Cronbach’s alphas are reported on the diagonal for the 
correlations. The composite reliabilities are as follows: Experimentation α=0.78; 
Risk Taking α= 0.65; Interaction with the Environment α=0.76; Dialogue α= 0.80; 
and Participative Decision-Making α=0.78. The values are all within the 
acceptable range, therefore the scales seem reliable.  
 
Table 9 
 
Means, Standard Deviations, Composite Reliabilities, Cronbach’s Alphas, and 
Correlations between the Dimensions of the Organizational Learning Capability 
Second Order Factor Model  
 
(Chiva, Alegre, & Lapiera, p. 235, 2007). Chiva, R., Alegre, J., & Lapiedra, R. 
(2007). Measuring organizational learning capability among the workforce. 
International Journal of Manpower 28(3/4), p. 224-242. 
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Chiva, Alegre, and Lapiedra (2007) reported “reliability is the ratio of the true 
score’s variance to the observed variable’s variance” (234). They used “both the 
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient and the composite reliability to assess each 
dimension’s reliability (Table 9) (Chiva et al, p. 234, 2007). They further reported, 
“The composite reliability values and the Cronbach’s alpha coefficients are 
satisfactory, all above 0.7 or close to this threshold (Chiva et al, p. 234, 2007). 
Their “analysis therefore confirms the reliability of the measurement scales for 
each dimension of the OLC concept” (Chiva et al, p. 234, 2007). Participants in 
the current study were asked to rate eight of the 14 items on a Likert scale (1 = 
strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree) to 
assess organizational learning as it pertains to this study using the subscales 
experimentation, risk-taking, and dialogue.  The subscale Interaction with the 
Environment is not relevant to this study. The subscale Participative Decision-
Making is redundant with the subscale that is used in the DLI; therefore it is not 
used on the OLC. There are only two experimentation items; they are numbers 
69 and 70 (See Appendix D: Survey Items). An example item from the 
experimentation subscale is: People here receive support and encouragement 
when presenting new ideas. There are only two risk-taking items; they are 
numbers 71 and 72(See Appendix D: Survey Items). An example item from the 
risk-taking subscale is: People are encouraged to take risks in this organization. 
There are four dialogue items; they are 73- 76 (See Appendix D: Survey Items). 
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An example item from the dialogue subscale is: There is free and open 
communication within my work group. 
Common Core State Standards Implementation Preparedness 
     A national survey, “Teachers Perspectives on the Common Core” was 
conducted by Editorial Projects in Education (EPE) Research Center to collect 
information on CCSS preparedness in 2012. Nearly 600 educators responded to 
the survey. The original survey consisted of 34 items. The report did not include 
the psychometric properties; only descriptive results. Participants in the current 
study were asked to answer 12 items from this scale. The 12 of the 34 items 
were purposefully selected to provide a general overview of an educator’s 
perceptions of preparedness for the CCSS. Items that were not included asked 
about: demographic information that is not relevant to this study; and, specific 
information about training and preparation related to subjects like math and 
English language arts. The CCSS Preparedness items used in this study are 
items 77-88 (See Appendix D: Survey Items).  Items measuring CCSS 
Preparedness include: approximately how much time has been spent in training 
and professional development for the CCSS; how has the training been provided; 
and perceptions of the reform initiative.  
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Hypotheses and Proposed Analysis 
     Intra correlations will be examined to provide support for the latent constructs 
(see Figure 4). The following hypotheses were tested: 
1. Appreciative Capacities Inventory (ACI) will be moderately correlated 
with 8 Principles of Appreciative Inquiry (AI). 
2. Participative Decision-Making will be moderately correlated with 
Leadership Function. 
3. Dialogue will be moderately correlated with Risk Taking. 
4. Risk Taking will be moderately correlated with Experimentation. 
5. Experimentation will be moderately correlated with Dialogue. 
6.  
 
Figure 4. Base Layer of the Model Showing Intra-Correlations 
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Inter-correlations were then examined. The following hypotheses were tested: 
7. In preparing to test for the model relationships, correlations among the 
latent factors will be explored.  
a. It is hypothesized that AI will correlate with DLI. 
b. It is hypothesized that AI will correlate with OLC. 
c. No relationship is hypothesized between DLI and OLC. 
Testing for Mediated Model Relationships 
     Model 1. Model 1 represents the following hypotheses (see figure 5). 
8. AI as measured by Appreciative Capacities Inventory and 8 Principles 
of AI is correlated with CCSS Preparedness. 
9. AI as measured by Appreciative Capacities Inventory and 8 Principles 
of AI is correlated with Distributed Leadership as measured by 
Participative Decision-Making and Leadership Function. 
10. Distributed Leadership as measured by Participative Decision-Making 
and Leadership Function is correlated with CCSS Preparedness. 
11. Distributed Leadership as measured by Participative Decision-Making 
and Leadership Function mediates the relationship between AI as 
measured by Appreciative Capacities Inventory and 8 Principles of AI 
and CCSS Preparedness. 
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Figure 5.  Model 1.  
 
 
Model 2. Model 2 represents the following hypotheses (see figure 6). 
 
12.  AI, as measured by Appreciative Capacities Inventory and 8 Principles 
of AI, is correlated with CCSS Preparedness.  
13.  AI, as measured by Appreciative Capacities Inventory and 8 Principles 
of AI, is correlated with Organizational Learning Capability, as 
measured by Dialogue, Risk Taking, and Experimentation. 
14.  Organizational Learning Capability, as measured by Dialogue, Risk 
Taking, and Experimentation, is correlated with CCSS Preparedness. 
15.  Organizational Learning Capability, as measured by Dialogue, Risk 
Taking, and Experimentation, mediates the relationship between AI, as 
measured by Appreciative Capacities Inventory and 8 Principles of AI 
and the CCSS preparedness. 
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Figure 6. Model 2. 
 
 
Path Analysis 
     Path analyses were conducted to investigate the model relationships.  The 
path diagrams were presented previously (Figures 5 and 6).   
 
Ethical Considerations 
     This study involved no more than minimal risk.  There were no known harms 
or discomforts associated with participation in this study beyond those 
encountered in daily life.  The anticipated benefits of participation in the study 
may have included the knowledge that the participants may be contributing to the 
knowledge base and assisting administrators and teachers learn to navigate 
effective change implementation. 
     All data that was collected was coded and reported in non-identifiable ways. 
The confidentiality of all participants was protected. To protect the human 
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subjects in the study, identification numbers were created for study participants. 
Administrators and teachers were able to complete the survey anonymously 
online via a secure website at a time convenient for them.  
     Under no circumstances did study participants have access to the data that 
the researcher collects about the participants regarding their responses. All data 
was stored in a computer and will follow the FIU/IRB Data Management/Security 
suggestions as provided by CSUSB including: computer security (i.e., regular 
back up of data), password management, and physical security of equipment.  
The researcher explained the purposes of the data to participants, how the data 
will be used, where the data will be stored, and how the data will be destroyed 
after seven years as per APA guidelines. 
Summary and Transition to Chapter 4 
     The questionnaire was administered to educators throughout the High Desert 
during a one month period of time. The questionnaire was delivered and the data 
were collected electronically. Upon completion of the data collection, the data 
were screened and analyzed using SPSS software.  
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CHAPTER FOUR 
RESULTS 
 
     After a brief introduction, this chapter will first present the descriptive results. 
Secondly, the data screening process will be described. Next, the constructs of 
interest and subscale reliability data will be presented. Then, the correlational 
and path analyses results will be shared. Finally, a summary of the hypothesized 
results will be presented.  
 
Introduction 
     During the one month window the survey was administered, 319 educators 
from the five High Desert unified school districts accessed the survey, and  221 
educators participated by completing the questionnaire. The distribution of the 
respondents by district is displayed below in Table 10: Distribution of Participants 
by District and Figure 7: Chart of Distribution by District.  
     Approximately 2,389 educators within the five school districts were invited to 
participate in the survey. Approximately 10% of the total possible participants 
completed the survey. Table 11: Possible Participants displays by school district 
and the total number of participants who were invited to participate. The smallest 
district actually yielded the most participants with 44% of the possible educators 
participating. Conversely, the second largest yielded the second fewest with a 
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mere 2% of the possible educators participating. The response rates from three 
of the districts were fairly good. 
 
     Table 10 
Distribution of Participants by District 
District Count Percent 
Apple Valley USD 13 5.88% 
Barstow USD 8 3.92% 
Hesperia USD 79 36.90% 
Silver Valley USD 59 27.60% 
Snowline JUSD 55 25.70% 
Total 214  
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Table 11 
Possible Participants 
District Number of 
Teachers 
Number of 
Administrators 
Total Possible 
Apple Valley USD 592 40 632 
Barstow USD 262 20 282 
Hesperia USD 915 77 992 
Silver Valley USD 127 11 138 
Snowline JUSD 316 29 345 
Total 2,212 177 2,389 
(CDE Ed. Data & Data Quest, 2012-2013 CBEDS) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 7. Chart of Distribution of Participants by District 
 
 
 
 
80 
 
Descriptives 
Demographics 
     Of the 214 participants, 142 (66.40%) were female, and 71 (33.20%) were 
male; one participant did not indicate gender. 
     The participants ranged in number of years of educational experience; 
however, the largest group of participants had more than 20 years of experience 
in education. Figure 8: Range of Educational Experience, below shows the 
distribution.  
 
 
Figure 8: Range of Educational Experience 
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     The majority of the participants were teachers. Of the 214 educator 
participants, 139 (65%) were teachers, 55 (26%) were administrators, and 20 
(9%) were other. The other includes school psychologists, teachers on 
assignment, instructional coaches, and speech and language pathologists. Table 
12: Distribution of Participant Roles displays the specific roles of the teachers 
and administrators who participated. The ratio of responses was about 12 
teachers to 5 administrators.  
 
Table 12 
Distribution of Participant Roles 
Role Count Percent 
Teacher K-5 59 27.15% 
Teacher 6-8 28 13.10% 
Teacher 9-12 52 24.30% 
Site Administrator 45 21.00% 
District Administrator 10 4.70% 
Other 20 9.30% 
 
Appreciative Inquiry 
     Table 13: Summary of Participants’ Responses to AI Principles shows that 
overall, educators in this study reported to believe in principles of AI. Table 14: 
Total Strongly Agree and Agree Scores for AI Principles specifically shows the 
percentages of agreement with the principles with the highest score being 
95.87% and the lowest being 66.67%. 
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Table 13 
Summary of Participants’ Responses to Appreciative Inquiry Principles 
AI Principles Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
In every society, organization, or group, 
something works. 33.49% 52.29% 10.09% 3.67% .46% 
      
What we focus on becomes our reality. 34.58% 50.00% 10.75% 3.74% .93% 
      
Reality is created in the moment and there 
are multiple realities. 20.37% 46.30% 25.00% 4.63% 3.71% 
      
The act of asking questions of an 
organization or group influences the group 
in some way. 
27.31% 61.57% 9.26% 1.39% 0.46% 
      
People have more confidence and comfort 
to journey to the future (the unknown) when 
they carry forward parts of the past (the 
unknown). 
23.04% 60.83% 13.36% 1.84% 0.92% 
      
If we carry parts of the past forward, they 
should be what is best about the past. 24.77% 42.20% 18.81% 11.01% 3.21% 
      
It is important to value differences. 49.54% 46.33% 2.75% 0.46% 0.92% 
      
The language we use creates our reality. 31.19% 49.54% 14.22% 3.67% 1.38% 
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Table 14 
Total Strongly Agree and Agree Scores for Appreciative Inquiry Principles 
AI Principles 
Strongly 
Agree and 
Agree 
In every society, organization, or group, something works. 85.78% 
  
What we focus on becomes our reality. 84.58% 
  
Reality is created in the moment and there are multiple 
realities. 66.67% 
  
The act of asking questions of an organization or group 
influences the group in some way. 88.88% 
  
People have more confidence and comfort to journey to the 
future (the unknown) when they carry forward parts of the past 
(the unknown). 
83.87% 
  
If we carry parts of the past forward, they should be what is 
best about the past. 66.97% 
  
It is important to value differences. 95.87% 
  
The language we use creates our reality. 80.73% 
 
 
Distributed Leadership 
     Although there are 16 total items to assess distributed leadership, 4 of them 
will be presented here as representatives of the responses to all items for 
distributed leadership and as specific examples to reveal what the participants in 
the sample reported about the existence of distributed leadership in their school 
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districts. The results are reported in Table 15: Sample Distributed Leadership 
Results. The majority of the participants in the sample report agreement or higher 
for the subscale items used to assess the construct of distributed leadership. 
 
Table 15 
Sample Distributed Leadership Results 
Item Statements Strongly 
Agree 
Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 
Leadership is broadly 
distributed among the staff. 15.07% 39.27% 14.61% 22.37% 8.68% 
      
We have an adequate 
involvement in decision-
making. 
16.82% 40.00% 14.09% 19.09% 10.00% 
      
Administrators/leaders 
propose a long term vision. 32.11% 44.04% 11.01% 8.72% 4.13% 
      
Administrators/leaders 
provide organizational 
support for teacher 
interaction. 
26.94% 43.84% 17.81% 7.76% 3.65% 
 
Organizational Learning 
     Although there are 8 total items to assess distributed leadership, 2 of them will 
be presented here as representatives of the responses to all items for 
organizational learning and as specific examples to reveal what the participants 
in the sample reported about the existence of organizational learning in their 
school districts. The results are reported in Table 16: Sample Organizational 
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Learning Results. The majority of the participants in the sample report agreement 
or higher for the subscale items used to assess the construct of organizational 
learning. 
 
Table 16 
Sample Organizational Learning Results 
Item Statements Strongly 
Agree 
Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 
People here receive 
support and 
encouragement when 
presenting new ideas. 
18.60% 48.37% 18.14% 10.70% 4.19% 
      
Cross-subject/grade level 
teamwork is common 
practice here.  
20.09% 33.79% 20.55% 21.92% 3.65% 
 
Common Core State Standards Preparedness 
     Table 17: Results for Personal CCSS Preparedness shows that 49.32% of the 
educators surveyed are prepared or very prepared for CCSS implementation. 
Table 18: Data for Personal CCSS Incorporation into Teaching Practice shows 
that use of CCSS in practice is nearly twice the personal preparedness. Of the 
educators surveyed 86.19% have incorporated CCSS into some or all of their 
teaching.   
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Table 17 
Results for Personal Common Core State Standards Preparedness 
Very Prepared Somewhat 
Prepared 
Neutral Somewhat 
Prepared 
Not at All 
Prepared 
12.79 36.53 18.72 26.94 5.02 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 18 
Results for Personal Common Core State Standards Incorporation into Teaching 
Practice 
 
Fully 
Incorporated 
Incorporated 
Into Some 
Areas 
Not At All 
Incorporated 
I Don’t Know 
28.57 57.62 5.24 8.57 
 
     In preparation for teaching, 54.59% of the participants indicated they have 
had more than five days in training or professional development for CCSS. Of 
several options, 77.31% indicated that the professional development that they 
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have received has been in the form of collaborative planning time with 
colleagues. When asked what would help them feel better prepared for CCSS, of 
several options, 33.49% indicated more information about how the CCSS will 
change instructional practice. Another 37.67% indicated that more information 
about how the CCSS will change what is expected of students. Finally, another 
62.33% indicated that more collaboration with colleagues would help them feel 
better prepared to teach the CCSS.  
 
Data Screening 
     Prior to analysis, data were screened for missing data. The screening process 
revealed six participants had 18 or more missing data items. Their responses 
were removed from the analysis. Also, an additional participant was missing both 
responses on a two item scale, thus they did not respond to any items on the 
scale and no response replacement could be done. As a result, this participant 
was also removed from the analysis. As a result, the N for this study was 214 
participants. 
     Within the 214 remaining participants, a total of 74 random scale items were 
missed by 59 participants. Missing data were replaced by subscale with each 
participant’s mean score on that subscale. The mean for each participant within 
each subscale was calculated, and the missing values were replaced with the 
participants’ subscale means. The pre and post mean replacement descriptives 
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are reported below in Table 19: Pre and Post Mean Replacement Descriptives. 
There was very little difference between the pre and post mean replacement 
descriptive statistics, indicating the mean replacement process did not alter or 
skew the data. The data were also recoded so higher scores represent more of 
the subscales and constructs. Additionally, pre and post t-test analyses revealed 
the mean replacement did not significantly impact the results. These analyses 
are available in Appendix H: Additional Analyses.  
 
Table 19 
Pre and Post Mean Replacement Descriptives 
 Subscale N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation Skewness Kurtosis 
  Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post 
A
pp
re
ci
at
iv
e 
In
qu
iry
 
Appreciative 
Capacity 
Inventory 
 
185 214 1.00 1.00 5.00 5.00 3.10 3.09 .47 .46 1.36 1.21 9.53 8.73 
Eight Principles 
of AI 
 
204 214 1.00 .99 5.00 5.00 3.05 3.04 .48 .48 1.30 1.09 7.38 6.61 
D
is
tri
bu
te
d 
Le
ad
er
sh
ip
 
Participative 
Decision 
Making 
 
209 214 1.00 1.00 5.00 5.00 2.45 2.45 .98 .98 .53 .56 -.49 -.48 
Leadership 
Function 
 
205 214 1.00 1.00 5.00 5.00 2.71 2.69 .90 .88 1.14 1.11 1.23 1.21 
O
rg
an
iz
at
io
na
l 
Le
ar
ni
ng
 
Experimentation 212 214 1.00 1.00 5.00 5.00 2.66 2.66 1.02 1.02 .80 .80 .17 .17 
Risk Taking  214 1.00 .75 5.00 5.00 2.43 2.44 .97 .97 .58 .58 -.04 -.04 
Dialogue 
 
 
214 214 1.00 1.00 5.00 5.00 2.82 2.81 .90 .90 .89 .87 .71 .69 
 CCSS 
Preparedness 
210 214 1.00 1.00 5.00 5.00 2.19 2.18 .82 .82 .33 .34 -.21 -.21 
  155 214             
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Reliability Analyses 
     Reliability analyses revealed each subscale was reliable, with Cronbach’s 
alpha ranging from .74 to .96. Cronbach’s alphas coefficients are considered 
“satisfactory, all above 0.7 or close to this threshold” (Chiva et al, p. 234, 2007). 
See Table 20: Subscale Reliability for the subscale Cronbach’s alphas.   
 
Table 20 
Subscale Reliability  
Constructs Subscale # of Items 
Cronbach’s 
Alpha 
 
Appreciative Inquiry Appreciative Capacity Inventory 39 .96 Eight Principles of AI 8 .72 
    
Distributed Leadership Participative Decision Making 6 .92 Leadership Function 10 .94 
    
Organizational Learning 
Experimentation 2 .94 
Risk Taking 2 .85 
Dialogue 4 .85 
    
CCSS Preparedness CCSS Preparedness 6 .84 
 
 
Correlation Analyses 
Intra-correlations 
     Intra-correlations of the subscales were analyzed within each construct 
(Appreciative Inquiry [AI], Distributed Leadership [DL], Organizational Learning 
[OL]). Within the AI construct, the Appreciative Inquiry Inventory subscale and 
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the Eight Principles of AI subscale were correlated (r = 0.65, p ≤ 0.00) indicating 
the two subscales were measuring a similar underlying construct; in this case 
believed to be AI.  
     Within the Distributed Leadership construct, the Participative Decision Making 
subscale and the Leadership Functions subscale were correlated (r = 0.80, p ≤ 
0.00) indicating the two subscales were measuring a similar underlying construct; 
in this case believed to be Distributed Leadership. 
     Within the Organizational Learning construct, the Experimentation subscale, 
Risk Taking subscale, and Dialogue subscale were correlated (see Table 21: 
Intra-correlations Within the Organizational Learning Subscales), indicating the 
three subscales were measuring a similar underlying construct; in this case 
believed to be Organizational Learning. 
 
Table 21 
Intra-correlations Within the Organizational Learning Subscales 
Organizational Learning 
 
 Risk Taking Dialogue 
 
Experimentation .82* .72* 
 
Risk Taking - .73* 
 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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Inter-correlations 
     Inter-correlations between all eight subscales are presented in Table 22: Inter-
correlations Amongst All Subscales. The strongest correlations were noted 
across subscales in Distributed Leadership and Organizational Learning, the 
Eight Principles of AI subscale showed the weakest correlations with the 
subscales from the other constructs.   
 
Table 22 
Inter-correlations Amongst All Subscales 
 
 
Appreciative 
Capacities 
Inventory 
Eight 
Principles 
of AI 
 
Participative 
Decision 
Making 
 
Leadership 
Function 
Experi-
mentation 
Risk 
Taking Dialogue 
CCSS 
Preparedness 
 
A
pp
re
ci
at
iv
e 
In
qu
iry
  Appreciative 
Capacities 
Inventory 
 
- .65* .37* .40* .41* .38* .44* .39* 
 
Eight Principles 
of AI 
 
 
- - .29* .28* .34* .31* .36* .29* 
D
is
tri
bu
tiv
e 
Le
ad
er
sh
ip
  
Participative 
Decision 
Making 
 
- - - .80* .72* .70* .73* .43* 
 
Leadership 
Function 
 
 
 
- - - - .74* .69* .71* .40* 
O
rg
an
iz
at
io
na
l L
ea
rn
in
g 
 
Experimentation 
 
- - - - - .82* .72* .36* 
 
Risk Taking 
 
- - - - - - .73* .39* 
 
 
Dialogue 
 
 
 
- - - - - - - .45* 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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Constructs of Interest Descriptives and Correlations 
     As the intra-correlations revealed the subscales for each construct were 
related, a decision was made to a construct composite from the associated 
subscales. The descriptives for the construct composites are displayed in Table 
23: Constructs of Interest Descriptives. The skew for the DL and OL constructs 
are within normal limits. The AI construct is slightly negatively skewed. The AI 
construct is leptokurtic (most of the scores clustered around the mean). 
 
Table 23 
Constructs of Interest Descriptives 
 
Construct 
 
Minimum Maximum Mean Statistic 
Std. 
Deviation Skewness Kurtosis 
Appreciative 
Inquiry 1.00 5.00 3.06 .43 1.48 11.38 
       
Distributed 
Leadership 1.00 5.00 2.57 .88 .82 .28 
       
Organizational 
Learning 1.00 5.00 2.64 .88 .74 .24 
       
 
     The researcher wanted to ensure a particular role type (teacher, 
administrator, or other) was not skewing the data. Descriptives were run for each 
role and there was very little variance between the groups. These descriptives 
are reported in Appendix H: Additional Analyses.  
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     Constructs of Interest correlations are displayed in Table 24: Constructs 
Correlations. All correlations were significant (p ≤ 0.00). 
 
 
Table 24 
Constructs of Interest Correlations 
  
Appreciative 
Inquiry 
 
Distributive 
Leadership 
Organizational 
Learning 
Appreciative 
Inquiry - .39* .45* 
    
Distributed 
Leadership - - .82* 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 
     The correlation matrix shows a strong correlation between distributed 
leadership and organizational learning. The weakest correlation was between 
distributive leadership and appreciative inquiry. 
     CCSS Preparedness was related to all constructs of interest (see Table 25: 
Constructs of Interest Correlation Matrix with CCSS Preparedness).  
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Table 25 
Constructs of Interest Correlation Matrix with Common Core State Standards 
Preparedness 
 
  
Appreciative 
Inquiry 
 
Distributive 
Leadership 
Organizational 
Learning 
 
CCSS 
Preparedness 
Appreciative 
Inquiry - .39* .45* .38* 
     
Distributed 
Leadership - - .82* .44* 
     
Organizational 
Learning - - - .44* 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 
Regression to Test Paths 
    Path Analysis using linear regression was used to analyze and test 
relationships between the constructs of interest. The first model tested to see if 
Distributed Leadership mediated the AI to CCSS Preparedness relationship (see 
Figure 9: Model Test of Distributed Leadership Mediating the AI to CCSS 
Preparedness Relationships). The standardized beta weights are reported so 
comparisons are easily done and construct metrics do not need to be adjusted. 
Table 26: Distributed Leadership Mediating the AI to CCSS Preparedness 
Relationships Path Analyses reports the model summary. 
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Notes: The numbers in regular font report the standardized coefficient beta 
weights for the direct paths. The bolded numbers report the standardized 
coefficient beta weights for the mediator relationship. * p < 0.00. 
 
Figure 9. Model Test of Distributed Leadership Mediating the AI to CCSS 
Preparedness Relationships.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
.24* 
.44* 
.35* 
.38* 
.41* 
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Table 26 
Distributed Leadership Mediating the Appreciative Inquiry to Common Core State 
Standards Preparedness Relationships Path Analyses 
 
Path R R Square Adjusted R Square p 
Standardized 
Coefficient 
Beta 
AI to CCSS .38 .14 .14 .000 .38 
DL to CCSS .44 .19 .19 .000 .44 
 
Steps Construct R R Square 
Adjusted 
R Square p 
Standardized 
Coefficient 
Beta 
1 Distributed 
Leadership .44 .19 .19 .000 .44 
       
2 Appreciative 
Inquiry .49 .24 .24 .000 
DL .35 
AI .24 
 
 
     Distributed Leadership partially mediated the AI to CCSS preparedness 
relationship.  
     The second model tested if Organizational Learning mediated the AI to CCSS 
Preparedness relationship (see Figure 10: Model Test of Organizational Learning 
Mediating the AI to CCSS Preparedness Relationships). The standardized beta 
weights are reported so comparisons are easily done and construct metrics do 
not need to be adjusted. Table 27: Organizational Learning Mediating the AI to 
CCSS Preparedness Relationships Path Analyses reports the model summary. 
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Notes: The numbers in regular font report the standardized coefficient beta 
weights for the direct paths. The bolded numbers report the standardized 
coefficient beta weights for the mediator relationship. * p < 0.00. 
 
Figure 10. Model Test of Organizational Learning Mediating the AI to CCSS 
Preparedness Relationships.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
.38* 
.23* 
.33* 
.44* .46* 
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Table 27 
Organizational Learning Mediating the Appreciative Inquiry to Common Core 
State Standards Preparedness Relationships Path Analyses 
 
Path R R Square Adjusted R Square p 
Standardized 
Coefficient 
Beta 
AI to CCSS .38 .14 .14 .000 .38 
OL to CCSS .44 .19 .19 .000 .44 
 
Steps Construct R R Square p 
Standardized 
Coefficient 
Beta 
1 Organizational 
Learning .44 .19 .000 .44 
      
2 Appreciative 
Inquiry .48 .23 .001 
OL .33 
AI .23 
 
      
     Organizational learning partially mediated the AI to CCSS Preparedness 
relationship.   
     The relationships were also tested using the subscales instead of the 
constructs; however, no meaningful differences were noted. Those analyses are 
included in Appendix H: Additional Analyses. 
 
Summary of Hypothesized Results 
     After completing all of the analyses, most of the hypotheses were supported. 
Two hypotheses were partially supported. One hypothesis was not supported 
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because there was a relationship where no relationship was hypothesized. All of 
the hypotheses and results are summarized in Table 28: Summary of 
Hypothesized Results.  
 
Table 28 
Summary of Hypothesized Results 
  
Hypotheses 
 
Results 
1 Appreciative Capacities Inventory (ACI) will be moderately correlated with 8 Principles of Appreciative Inquiry (AI). 
This hypothesis was 
supported (r=.65, p ≤ 0.00). 
   
2 Participative Decision-Making will be moderately correlated with Leadership Function. 
This hypothesis was 
supported (r=.80, p ≤ 0.00). 
   
3 Dialogue will be moderately correlated with Risk Taking. This hypothesis was supported (r=.73, p ≤ 0.00). 
   
4 Risk Taking will be moderately correlated with Experimentation. 
This hypothesis was 
supported (r=.82, p ≤ 0.00). 
   
5 Experimentation will be moderately correlated with Dialogue. 
This hypothesis was 
supported (r=.72, p ≤ 0.00). 
   
6 
In preparing to test for the model relationships, correlations 
among the latent factors were explored.  
a)It is hypothesized that AI will correlate with DLI. 
b)  It is hypothesized that AI will correlate with 
OLC. 
c)  No relationship is hypothesized between DLI 
and OLC. 
a) This hypothesis was 
supported (r=.39, p ≤ 0.00). 
b) This hypothesis was 
supported (r=.45, p ≤ 0.00). 
c) This hypothesis was not 
supported (r=.82, p ≤ 0.00). 
   
7 AI as measured by Appreciative Capacities Inventory and 8 Principles of AI is correlated with CCSS Preparedness. 
This hypothesis was 
supported (p ≤ 0.00). 
   
8 
AI as measured by Appreciative Capacities Inventory and 8 
Principles of AI is correlated with Distributed Leadership as 
measured by Participative Decision-Making and Leadership 
Function. 
This hypothesis was 
supported (p ≤ 0.00). 
   
9 
Distributed Leadership as measured by Participative 
Decision-Making and Leadership Function is correlated 
with CCSS Preparedness. 
This hypothesis was 
supported (p ≤ 0.00). 
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10 
Distributed Leadership as measured by Participative 
Decision-Making and Leadership Function mediates the 
relationship between AI as measured by Appreciative 
Capacities Inventory and 8 Principles of AI and CCSS 
Preparedness. 
This hypothesis was 
partially supported. 
   
11 AI, as measured by Appreciative Capacities Inventory and 8 Principles of AI, is correlated with CCSS Preparedness. 
This hypothesis was 
supported (p ≤ 0.00). 
   
12 
AI, as measured by Appreciative Capacities Inventory and 
8 Principles of AI, is correlated with Organizational 
Learning Capability, as measured by Dialogue, Risk 
Taking, and Experimentation. 
This hypothesis was 
supported (p ≤ 0.00). 
   
13 
Organizational Learning Capability, as measured by 
Dialogue, Risk Taking, and Experimentation, is correlated 
with CCSS Preparedness. 
This hypothesis was 
supported (p ≤ 0.00). 
   
14 
Organizational Learning Capability, as measured by 
Dialogue, Risk Taking, and Experimentation, mediates the 
relationship between AI, as measured by Appreciative 
Capacities Inventory and 8 Principles of AI and the CCSS 
preparedness. 
This hypothesis was 
partially supported. 
 
 
Path Analysis 
     A path analysis was conducted on the two models. Based on the above 
analyses that tested distributed leadership and organizational learning as 
mediators separately, not simultaneously, the model held. There is a significant 
relation between AI and CCSS preparedness. This relationship accounts for 38% 
of the variance. AI is mediated by distributed leadership in that distributed 
leadership accounts for a significant increase in the variance along the path from 
AI to CCSS preparedness. A similar mediation occurs along the path from AI 
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through organizational learning. This is reflected in the reported R squared terms 
(see tables 18 and 19). Each supports the model as proposed. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
     After a brief introduction, this chapter will provide an overview of the study and 
contextualize the study within the literature. Secondly, recommendations for 
educational leaders will be presented. Thirdly, recommendations and 
considerations for future research will be discussed. Next, the limitations from 
this study will be explained. Finally, conclusions will be drawn based on the 
integration of the literature and the results of the study. 
     The Common Core State Standards reform is set in motion. Regardless of 
how prepared educators feel, the expectation is which teachers will be teaching 
CCSS. AI offers a way to build on the strengths that already exist in the school 
districts to design the implementation path. Thus, the researcher proposed a 
model of AI as a process to increase CCSS preparedness. Within the model, AI 
in combination with distributed leadership or organizational learning would 
strengthen CCSS preparedness even more.      
 
Overview 
     Educators from five high desert school districts were invited to complete a 
questionnaire during the first month of the school year to assess appreciative 
capacity, distributed leadership, and organizational learning capability that 
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existed in the school districts. The questionnaire also assessed preparedness for 
CCSS implementation.  
     Participants reported higher levels of appreciative capacity compared to 
distributed leadership, organizational learning, and CCSS preparedness. Each of 
the constructs (AI, DL, OL, and CCSS Preparedness) were reported as present 
within the participating school districts; however, overall preparedness for CCSS 
implementation was low. Although all constructs were correlated, the AI to CCSS 
preparedness relationship was only partially mediated by distributed leadership 
or organizational learning. The tested model revealed participants reported AI, 
distributed leadership, and organizational learning existed in their school districts; 
however, those constructs were not utilized to their potential as participants 
reported overall they were not prepared for CCSS implementation. 
Contextualized with the Literature 
     Past reforms have focused on trying to fix problems which exist in education 
and seep into society (Tyack & Cuban, 1995). Understanding how educators 
respond to change is crucial in orchestrating change efforts that are meaningful 
and sustainable (Hargreaves, 2005). Hargreaves’ work spotlighted the human 
considerations to be honored in creating change (Hargreaves, 2005). All 
perspectives need to be collectively valued and part of the creation of the future 
(Hargreaves, 2005). CCSS implementation provides an opportunity to bring 
forward the strengths which exist in education, and in the educators working in 
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education, to create new learning opportunities for all students. However, 
educators who participated in this study reported they do not feel prepared for 
the demands of the CCSS.  
     Common Core State Standards represent a movement from the traditional 
model of schooling which has been in place for over 100 years. One of the 
important considerations of the shift is that the CCSS are only the “content of the 
intended curriculum” not the “pedagogy and curriculum” (Porter et al, 2011, 
p.103). It is now more important than ever for educators to come together and 
collaborate around their strengths to innovate pedagogy and create curriculum to 
meet the needs of all students. Changing teachers’ practice is very difficult to 
achieve (Sleegers et al, 2010; Tyack et al, 1995). However, empowering 
teachers to create the vision of what learning in their classroom can look like, 
creates ownership in the change process that is likely to be implemented.  
     Collaboration among teachers in defining classroom possibilities which 
embrace the strengths that exist in the system and creating their own plan for 
CCSS implementation will be more meaningful, doable, and powerful than a plan 
being mandated for implementation. Teachers and administrators need to work in 
concert “around a single responsibility: a sustained effort to understand and 
apply CCSS” meaningfully, thoughtfully, and intentionally (Vecellio, 2013, p. 239). 
It requires a shared understanding, a shared development, and a shared 
commitment to implement the necessary changes. Distributed leadership 
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embraces the shared leadership role in navigating the implementation of the 
change, the CCSS. There is evidence that distributed leadership exists within the 
participating school districts. This is important as it means shared decision-
making, effective communication, and teamwork already exist can be embraced 
in appreciative inquiry.  
     The most efficacious approach to sustainable change involves the use of 
distributed leadership for the collective work of continual inquiry, capacity 
building, and shared decision-making (Copland, 2003). “Leadership for change 
comes from within the school, growing out of the inquiry process” (Copland, 
2003, p. 387). Through the process of inquiry, both individual and collaborative, 
growth and learning, individually and collectively, lead to change. The data 
revealed organizational learning was reported by participants, indicating 
innovation and teamwork were present. This is meaningful, as appreciative 
inquiry is reliant on the social construction of knowledge; that is, learning and 
understanding through conversations with others. 
     Deep, purposeful, and masterful learning is needed for purposeful and 
meaningful change to occur. As mentioned, the CCSS represent a monumental 
shift in how educators have done business. The new CCSS cannot be 
exchanged out rightly with the 1997 standards. Educators have to change their 
practices and materials to teach the CCSS. Participants reported they are only 
moderately prepared for CCSS implementation. Organizational learning, “a 
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process of individual and collective inquiry that modifies or constructs 
organizational theories-in-use” is necessary to prepare educators for the shift 
(Collinson et al, 2006, p. 109). To change educational practice, educators need 
to learn through inquiry and apply the learning in their own classrooms. Change 
occurs as a result of contextualizing new learning within the best of past practice. 
The individual and collective strengths of all educators in the organization need 
to be uncovered so strengths can be embraced in designing future educational 
practices and pedagogy.  
     The problem with most change efforts is that the existing positive core of the 
system is ignored, and change is forced onto people instead of involving those 
people in positive and constructive ways of change implementation. Appreciative 
Inquiry has the potential to engage educators in creating a positive future to 
transform classroom practice by building on the strengths and effective practices 
which currently exist. Appreciative Inquiry is a thorough investigation of what 
works in an organization and uses the existing strengths of the organization as 
impetus for continued growth.  
     Engaging in Appreciative Inquiry offers a way to embrace change and design 
change implementation around what is already successful in the educational 
organization. Although the CCSS represent a huge shift, educators are not 
expected to flip a switch and negate all of their previous wisdom, experiences, 
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and knowledge. However, educators may be unclear in how to bring their current 
wisdom, experiences, and knowledge forward.   
     Belief in the assumptions of the AI principles is pivotal to the success of AI. 
The participants reported general agreement with these assumptions. This 
indicated AI would be an appropriate model to strengthened implementation of 
CCSS. 
     AI is reliant on a group of people, not just one leader (Cooperrider & Whitney, 
2005). An essential component to the AI process is, “everyone has a role in 
creating positive change” (Cooperrider & Whitney, 2005, p. 45). 
Successful change management requires the attention, focus, and 
commitment of large numbers of people. Our experience suggests that the 
more positive the focus of the change effort, the stronger the attraction to 
participate and the more likely people are to get involved and stay 
involved. Clarity of roles, responsibilities, and relationships creates 
channels of participation and supports active involvement of all 
stakeholders. (Cooperrider & Whitney, 2005, p. 45) 
The involvement of all educators in an educational organization in the five stages 
of AI (define, discovery, dream, design, and destiny) ensures educators are 
involved in creating and implementing the transformations based on personal 
and collective strengths. This process embraces distributed leadership, as all 
involved have a part in creating the plan. It also embraces organizational 
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learning, as all educators create the change based on the learning arising out of 
inquiry. 
     The research reported here provides some of the first empirical evidence in 
support of the use of AI to effect change. By quantitatively analyzing the 
relationships between the constructs and confirming the paths within the model, 
recommendations for using AI for educational leaders can be addressed.  
 
Recommendations for Educational Leaders 
     Leaders embracing Appreciative Inquiry “send a clear and consistent 
message: positive change is the pathway to success around here” (Cooperrider 
& Whitney, 2005, p. 46). There is research offering testimonial support for AI’s 
effectiveness. However, previously little research existed which empirically 
validated its effective use in education. This study has shown that the necessary 
elements for AI to work were present in the sample, and correlations between the 
desired outcome and the use of AI were significant. This study has addressed 
the gap by starting a process for empirical validation of AI in education. 
Educational leaders can use the validated model as a framework for 
implementing reform. A framework for applying AI to CCSS implementation 
should begin with appreciating current successes in the system in the discovery 
phase, envisioning the results in the dream phase, empowering all educators to 
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create the capacity to transform educational practice in the design phase, and 
describing the transformation in the destiny phase.  
     The problem with many reform efforts and change initiatives is the lack of 
ideological support. Action plans often reduce the fundamental change to a list of 
items to do that educators check off as done without actually changing. Top-
down change (interpreted as mandates) only becomes an exercise in 
compliance. The focus becomes to complete a task rather than embracing new 
learning and changing practice. Cooperrider and Whitney (2005) reported: 
momentum for change and long-term sustainability increased the more we 
abandoned delivery ideas of action planning, monitoring progress, and 
building implementation strategies. What we did instead, in several of the 
most exciting cases, was to focus on giving AI away to everyone and then 
stepping back and letting the transformation emerge. Our experience 
suggests that organizational change needs to look a lot more like an 
inspired movement than a neatly packaged or engineered product. 
(Cooperrider & Whitney, 2005, p. 34) 
AI provides a method to inspire educational transformation. By engaging in AI, 
change is from within and results in ownership by all educators involved.  
     The researcher is not advocating for educators to learn about what AI is, the 
researcher is advocating for AI to be used as the process by which educators 
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navigate moving forward with the CCSS as mediated by distributed leadership 
and/or organizational learning. 
Framework for Applying Appreciative Inquiry to Common Core State Standards 
Implementation 
 
     Since the hypothesized model was supported, a framework for applying AI to 
CCSS implementation is suggested. 
     Define. The first step in the AI cycle is to define or clarify the focus. In this 
case, the focus is on the implementation of the CCSS. The defining and clarifying 
should engage educators in understanding the components involved (standards, 
frameworks, assessments, pedagogy, and curriculum) in the implementation. It 
sets the agenda for “learning, knowledge sharing, and action” (Coopperrider & 
Whitney, 2005, p. 16).The focus is on the conceptual understanding, not the 
discrete level analysis of specific standards or assessments.  
     Discover. The second step in the AI cycle is to discover or appreciate the best 
in the organization. To accomplish this, educators should be paired up to 
interview each other using the following questions modified from Cooperrider’s 
work: 
1. Describe a time in your educational career that you consider a high 
point experience, a time when you were most engaged and felt 
alive and vibrant. 
2. Without being modest, tell me what it is that you most value about 
yourself, your work, and your school. 
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3. What are the core factors that give life to your school when it is at 
its best? 
4. Imagine your school ten years from now when CCSS is fully 
implemented, when everything is just as you always wished it could 
be. What is different? How have you contributed to this dream 
school?” (Cooperrider & Whitney, 2005, p. 14) 
All educators in the school engage in the “articulation of strengths and best 
practices” (Coopperrider & Whitney, 2005, p. 16). The appreciative interviews 
create the data used by an organization to identify the positive core, and the 
strengths that are collectively shared in the organization. Those strengths will 
inform the next steps in the AI cycle. 
     Dream. The third step in the AI cycle is to dream or envision the possibilities. 
Educators create “a clear results-oriented vision in relation to discovered 
potential and in relation to questions of higher purpose, such as, ‘What is the 
world calling us to become?’” (Coopperrider & Whitney, 2005, p. 16). This is 
where educators focus on what the shifts in practice CCSS is demanding. 
Educators imagine if CCSS is implemented embracing the desired outcomes in 
combination with the collective strengths, experience, and best practices, what 
would powerful, meaningful CCSS learning look like for students? This results-
oriented vision enables educators to have a clear understanding of what they 
hope to achieve through the implementation process.  
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     Design. The fourth step in the AI cycle is the designing or co-constructing 
phase in which the direction is determined. Educators will articulate an 
educational design that they “feel is capable of drawing upon and magnifying the 
positive core to realize the newly expressed dream” (Coopperrider & Whitney, 
2005, p. 16). The design is created to achieve the desired outcomes based on 
the collective capacity of the school. 
     Destiny. The fifth and final step of the AI cycle is sustaining or maintaining the 
destiny; that is, creating the future—true implementation of the CCSS. This 
phase never really ends. It involves, “Strengthening the affirmative capability of 
the whole system, enabling it to build hope and sustain momentum for ongoing 
positive change and high performance” (Coopperrider & Whitney, 2005, p. 16). 
Educators support each other in becoming what they collectively determined is 
important.  
Contextualization of the Framework to the Model 
     The framework is supported by the model tested in this study. First of all, 
Appreciative Inquiry as a process is mediated by all educators in the organization 
having authentic engagement in all five steps of the AI cycle. If leadership is not 
distributed throughout the organization or, if educators feel the process is rote 
and that predetermined outcomes will prevail, AI will not work. AI is dependent on 
all voices counting and all voices creating the outcomes. 
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     Secondly, Appreciative Inquiry is mediated by all educators in the organization 
being supported in the learning and implementation process. Conditions of 
organizational learning must be in place so educators can build individual 
capability and collective capacity, feel comfortable to take risks and learn from 
the result, engage in collaborative inquiry, and evaluate progress toward the 
defined destiny. If organizational learning is not in place, and educators do not 
feel safe to take risks and test the agreed upon new practices, they will continue 
to use the practices that they previously used, and AI will not work.  
     This study has laid the groundwork in identifying AI as a path to implementing 
change, reform, the CCSS. Implementing reform is not new; however, reforms 
have not often yielded the intended outcomes. A change process for using the 
hypothesized model has been suggested for educational leaders to consider 
based on the empirical evidence this study provided.  
 
Recommendations/Considerations for  
Future Research 
 
     Although this study addressed a gap in the literature by testing the constructs 
of Appreciative Inquiry, distributed leadership, and organizational learning, more 
work should be done. This study engaged in a quantitative analysis of the 
constructs in general; specifically it addresses a gap in the appreciative inquiry 
literature. AI constructs were quantified and relationships between AI and other 
constructs were tested. This had not been done previously.  
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     The model was tested at one point in time without any processes or input. 
Next steps might include pre and post inventories; that is, the survey could be 
administered prior to an appreciative inquiry process that infuses distributed 
leadership and organizational learning and again after the processes. Testing the 
model post process may strengthen the model. 
    This model tested whether AI to CCSS preparedness was either mediated by 
distributed leadership or organizational learning. As both distributed leadership 
and organizational learning each partially mediated the AI to CCSS 
preparedness relationship and the two mediator constructs were so strongly 
correlated, a new research question has emerged. What is the relationship 
between AI to CCSS preparedness as mediated by distributed leadership and 
organizational learning? The model may look a little different based on the results 
and the mediation may be stronger. 
     Several other research questions can still be explored within this data set. For 
example, although initial supplemental analysis was conducted to explore the 
influence of educators’ role (teacher, administrator, other), more specific role 
analyses should be explored. Examining the data by roles, may indicate patterns 
or trends that may impact level of ownership or level of comfort in voicing 
opinions. Do administrators perceive a higher level of preparedness than 
teachers? It would also be useful to run some correlational analysis on the 
amount of time educators had training and the level of preparedness. Does more 
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training yield a higher level of CCSS preparedness? Looking at the roles and 
their influence with greater depth might provide more information about the 
impact the AI process may have on the organization. 
     Additionally, there are a lot more rich data included in the appendices (see 
Appendix G: Survey Results (Raw Data)) to be explored and analyzed. An 
analysis of these data was the initial scope of this study. Post hoc analyses may 
include examining the impact of types of training, amount of training or years of 
experience on CCSS preparedness.  
     Also, appreciative capacity could be analyzed specifically by role (teacher and 
administrator). More work should be done in exploring the responses to the eight 
principles of AI and the appreciative capacity inventory. For example, although 
the two subscales were deemed reliable and they were correlated, the eight 
principles items did not seem to correlate with the other items as well as the ACI 
items. More in depth analyses may provide some ideas about why. Also, even 
within the eight principles, the participants rated 6 of the items fairly high (80% 
range) and 2 of them moderately low (60% range). It might be interesting to 
correlate these scores with other data in the file to form some conclusions as to 
why. Looking at these AI data in informs educational leaders about the 
appreciative capacity that exists in the organization and themselves to better 
inform leadership efforts.  
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     The scope of this study focused on three main constructs. Obviously many 
other constructs exist within educational organizations. Assessing additional 
constructs like demographics, school climate, and school performance might 
influence the model. Factoring in a balance of self-reported data and existing 
data that is objectively collected would be useful in further validating the model 
and its impact. 
 
Limitations 
     Four notable limitations need to be addressed; sample representativeness; 
survey administration and length; survey; and AI application.     
      The sample representativeness was not evenly distributed among the five 
school districts invited to participate. Two of the five school districts had 
extremely low response rates. Overall the entire study yielded an approximate 
10% response rate. Since this study was particular to High Desert unified school 
districts, generalizability is not assumed to all unified school districts across the 
San Bernardino County. Generalizability is also not assumed to all High Desert 
schools districts. In the future, this issue would be addressed by conducting the 
survey across the county in all school districts. 
    The survey was administered at the start of the school year. The beginning of 
a school year can be challenging; however, in the midst of a big change (CCSS 
implementation), it may be even more challenging. Additionally, participants were 
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asked to answer 87 questions at the beginning of the school year. Several of the 
CCSS items provided interesting information; however, they were not used 
analyses. Future studies may consider omitting items not beneficial to the 
analyses. The items assessing CCSS preparedness were drawn from a national 
survey with even more items than used in this study. The recommendation is to 
select even more focused items to directly measure the constructs of interest. 
     All participants were asked to answer the same questionnaire regardless of 
their educational role. The researcher wanted to be able to use the responses 
together in the analyses, particularly as distributed leadership was being studied. 
It may have been difficult for administrators to answer questions geared for 
teachers, although it was necessary for teachers to answer questions about 
leadership. Future studies may benefit from specific surveys in which the content 
of the questions are the same, however, the context adapted to the identified role 
of the participant. Even though the content of the statements and questions 
would be the same, the wording based on role might make it easier to respond.  
     Finally, this was a self-report study and did not expose the participants to the 
principals of AI. To the researcher’s knowledge, none of the participants were 
trained in the principles of AI. In the future, it may be relevant to include a 
question to assess AI familiarity. The study demonstrated AI as a good fit for 
implementing educational reform. 
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Conclusion 
The relationships between educators’ appreciative capacity, distributed 
leadership, organizational learning and CCSS preparedness to implement a state 
mandated curricular reform were investigated. Participating educators reported 
these constructs were related. Distributed leadership and organizational learning 
each partially mediated the AI to CCSS preparedness relationship.  
Appreciative inquiry on its own is not enough. Distributed leadership and 
organizational learning are also necessary components to implement successful 
change. Getting people involved (AI) is not enough alone to effect successful 
change; however, distributed leadership and organizational learning are each 
necessary to support and sustain change. Many change efforts fail even when 
people have a voice (AI) as leaders fail to sustain input from people’s voices 
(distributed leadership), and there is no process in place for the organization to 
learn and to continue to change (continuous improvement). Change, meaningful 
change, takes time. It cannot be accomplished or implemented in a “static” one-
day workshop on the desired change and the expected new ways of doing 
things. Growth needs to be nurtured with continual inputs and feedbacks to 
monitor the change and adjust with new information (which is continually being 
gathered). 
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Survey Items  
Part A—Demographic Variables  
1. How many years of experience do you have working in education? 
a. (1-5) (5-10) (10-15) (15-20) (20 +) 
2. Please indicate your gender. 
a. (female) (male) 
3. Which of the following best describes your current educational role? 
a. teacher (k-5) (6-8) (9-12) 
b. administrator (site) (district) 
4. Please indicate the district in which you work (drop down choices) 
Part B—Appreciative Capacities Inventory (Innovation Partners 
International) 
Reframing Capacity (strongly disagree/1; disagree/2; neutral/3; agree/4; strongly 
agree/5) 
5. I look at all sides of an issue 
6. I look for the best in a difficult situation 
7. I recognize that others see things differently than I do 
8. I seek out new ideas and viewpoints to challenge my assumptions and 
beliefs 
9. I am able to identify and redefine problems into possibilities 
10. I am able to effectively describe what I DO hope to achieve, as 
opposed to what I do not. 
11. I help others see possibilities by helping them to articulate what they 
do want, vs. what they don’t want. 
12. I am able to see potential in the midst of chaos or uncertainty 
Affirmative Capacity (strongly disagree/1; disagree/2; neutral/3; agree/4; strongly 
agree/5) 
13. I see other people and situations with an appreciative eye.  
14. I ask positive questions in everyday conversations. 
15. I draw attention to “what is working here.” 
16. I use more positive statements than negative statements. 
17. I can appropriately shift a conversation about a problem into a 
conversation about a possibility. 
18. I ask people to describe peak experiences from the past. 
19. When I see something positive, I say it. 
20. I give specific positive feedback to my colleagues. 
Potential Capacity (strongly disagree/1; disagree/2; neutral/3; agree/4; strongly 
agree/5) 
21. When faced with a challenge, big or small, I put my fear and worry 
aside and envision the best possible outcome. 
22. I believe in myself even when others do not. 
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23. I motivate others to see possibilities they may not be able to see for 
themselves. 
24. My future is bright. 
25. There is good in every human being. 
26. When told something is not possible, I ask “why not?” 
27. When planning an activity, event, or project, I tend to expand the scope 
(goals/outcomes achievable) beyond what was previously thought 
possible. 
28. I have a vivid image of what my future will look like five years from 
now. 
Collaborative Capacity (strongly disagree/1; disagree/2; neutral/3; agree/4; 
strongly agree/5) 
29. I am trustworthy and sincere when collaborating with others. 
30. I make a personal commitment to mutual success in my relationships 
with others. 
31. I am respectful and truthful when I give feedback to others. 
32. I create a climate of openness that allows everyone to be able to 
discuss concerns, solve issues, and deal directly with difficult issues. 
33. I take responsibility for the choices I make. 
34. I have strong self-awareness; I know my skills, abilities, beliefs, and 
behaviors. 
35. I take time to understand the concerns, intentions, and motivations of 
others. 
36. I encourage others to think creatively, question commonly accepted 
definitions, and go beyond previous assumptions.  
Emergent Capacity (strongly disagree/1; disagree/2; neutral/3; agree/4; strongly 
agree/5) 
37. I thrive in ambiguity more than certainty. 
38. I trust my intuition in times of uncertainty. 
39. As ideas and innovation emerge, I encourage people to “design on the 
fly.” 
40. With groups, I encourage “what if” conversations to see where they 
lead. 
41. I encourage risk taking in myself and others as a means to enhance 
innovation and learning opportunities.  
42. I encourage people from differing backgrounds and points of view to 
work together. 
43. When I notice something that is different from what was expected, 
probe further. 
44. I look for and encourage others to look for patterns or instances of 
differences as learning opportunities.  
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Part C—Assumptions of Appreciative Inquiry (Hammond, 1996 & 2013) 
Assumptions (strongly disagree/1; disagree/2; neutral/3; agree/4; strongly 
agree/5) 
45. In every society, organization, or group, something works. 
46. What we focus on becomes our reality. 
47. Reality is created in the moment and there are multiple realities. 
48. The act of asking questions of an organization or group influences the 
group in some way. 
49. People have more confidence and comfort to journey to the future (the 
unknown) when they carry forward parts of the past (the known). 
50. If we carry parts of the past forward, they should be what is best about 
the past. 
51. It is important to value differences. 
52. The language that we use creates our reality. 
Part D—Distributed Leadership Inventory (Hulpia, 2009) 
Participative Decision Making (strongly disagree/1; disagree/2; neutral/3; 
agree/4; strongly agree/5) 
53. Leadership is delegated for activities critical for achieving school 
(district?) goals 
54. Leadership is broadly distributed among the staff  
55. We have an adequate involvement in decision-making 
56. There is an effective committee structure for decision-making 
57. Effective communication among staff is facilitated 
58. There is an appropriate level of autonomy in decision-making 
Teacher Support (strongly disagree/1; disagree/2; neutral/3; agree/4; strongly 
agree/5) 
     To what amount (extent?) do the administrators/leaders … 
59. …premises (promise? propose?) a long term vision 
60. …debate the school vision 
61. …complement teachers 
62. …help teachers 
63. …explain reason for criticism to teachers 
64. …available after school to help teachers when assistance is needed 
65. …look out for the personal welfare of teachers 
66. …encourages me to pursue my own goals for professional learning 
67. …encourages me to try new practices consistent with my own interests 
68. …provides organizational support for teacher interaction 
Part E—Organizational Learning Capability (OLC) (Chiva, Alegre, Lapiedra, 
2007; Camps, Alegre, Torres, 2011). 
Experimentation 
(strongly disagree/1; disagree/2; neutral/3; agree/4; strongly agree/5) 
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69. People here receive support and encouragement when presenting new 
ideas. 
70. Initiative often receives a favorable response here, so people feel 
encouraged to generate new ideas.  
Risk Taking 
(strongly disagree/1; disagree/2; neutral/3; agree/4; strongly agree/5) 
71. People are encouraged to take risks in this organization. 
72. People here often venture into unknown territory. 
Dialogue 
(strongly disagree/1; disagree/2; neutral/3; agree/4; strongly agree/5) 
73. Educators are encouraged to communicate. 
74. There is free and open communication within my work group. 
75. Leaders facilitate communication. 
76. Cross-functional (use different term) teamwork is common practice 
here. 
Part F—Common Core State Standards Reform (EPE/Education Week, 
2013) 
Awareness  
77. Please rate your overall level of familiarity with the Common Core 
State Standards. 
a. (not at all familiar/1; slightly familiar/2; somewhat familiar/3; very 
familiar/4) 
78. Please indicate the information sources from which you have learned 
about the CCSS. Check all that apply. 
a. Teachers at your school 
b. Administrators at your school 
c. District website, publication, or communication 
d. State department website, publication, or communication 
e. Professional association 
f. National education research or advocacy organization 
g. Education publishing or testing company 
h. Education news and media (print or online) 
i. General news and media (print or online) 
j. Other (option to specify if other) 
79. Approximately how much time, overall, have you spent in training and 
professional development for the CCSS? 
a. None 
b. Less than 1 day 
c. 1 day 
d. 2 to 3 days 
e. 4 to 5 days 
f. More than 5 days 
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80. Please indicate how the CCSS training and professional development 
you received has been provided. Check all that apply. 
a. Collaborative planning time with colleagues 
b. Structured, formal settings (seminars, lectures, conferences) 
c. Job-embedded training or coaching 
d. Professional learning communities 
e. Online webinar or video 
f. Other (option to specify if other) 
81. Please indicate the provider(s) of your training for the CCSS. Check all 
that apply 
a. Staff member from my school 
b. Staff member from another school 
c. Staff member from my district central office 
d. Independent professional development provider or consultant 
e. State department of education 
f. Professional association 
g. I don’t know 
h. Other (option to specify if other) 
82. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement? 
(strongly disagree/1; disagree/2; neutral/3; agree/4; strongly agree/5) 
Overall, my training and professional development for CCSS have 
been of high quality.  
83. On a five-point scale (very prepared/5; prepared/4; neutral/3; 
somewhat prepared/2; not at all prepared/1), how prepared do you 
personally feel to teach the CCSS? 
84. Which of the following would help you feel better prepared to teach the 
CCSS? Check all that apply. 
a. More information about how the CCSS will change my 
instructional practice 
b. More information about how the CCSS will change what is 
expected of students 
c. Access to curricular resources aligned to the CCSS 
d. Access to assessments aligned to the CCSS 
e. More planning time 
f. More collaboration with colleagues 
g. More information about how the CCSS differ from my state’s 
standards prior to the CCSS 
h. Other (option to specify if other) 
85. On a five-point scale (very prepared/5; prepared/4; neutral/3; 
somewhat prepared/2; not at all prepared/1), how prepared do you 
think your school, district, and state are to put the CCSS into practice? 
(school, district, state) 
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86. To what extent have you incorporated the CCSS into your teaching 
practice? 
a. Fully incorporated into all areas of my teaching 
b. Incorporated into some areas of my teaching, but not others 
c. Not at all incorporated into my teaching 
d. I don’t know 
87. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statement? 
In general, the CCSS will help me improve my own instruction and 
classroom practice. (strongly disagree/1; disagree/2; neutral/3; 
agree/4; strongly agree/5) 
88. Overall, how would you rate the quality of the CCSS, relative to your 
state’s standards prior to the CCSS? 
a. CCSS are of higher quality 
b. CCSS and CA’97 standards are of the same quality 
c. CA’97 standards are of higher quality 
d. I don’t know 
 
Appreciative Capacities Inventory (2008). Innovation Partners International. 
Camps, J., Alegre, J., & Torres, F. (2011). Towards a methodology to assess 
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Editorial Projects in Education (EPE) Research Center (2013). Findings from a 
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Thin Book Publishing. 
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Oregon: Thin Book Publishing. 
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From: Sterling Lloyd [mailto:SLloyd@epe.org]  
Sent: Friday, May 23, 2014 1:50 PM 
To: Pamela Buchanan 
Cc: RCInfo; Chris Swanson 
Subject: RE: Permission to Use Survey Instrument 
Pamela, 
Thank you for your inquiry regarding the survey instrument for our Teacher 
Perspectives on the Common Core report. It will be fine for you to use items from 
our survey in your study. No additional processes or procedures are required. 
Sterling 
Sterling C. Lloyd 
Senior Research Associate 
Education Week Research Center  
Phone: 301-280-3100 
Fax: 301-280-3150 
Email: slloyd@epe.org 
  
Editorial Projects in Education, Inc. 
Home of Education Week, Teacher Sourcebook,  
Digital Directions, Education Week Research Center, Education Week Press,  
edweek.org, and the TopSchoolJobs.org Career Site 
  
http://www.edweek.org  http://www.TopSchoolJobs.org 
  
From: Pamela Buchanan [mailto:pamela_buchanan@snowlineschools.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 20, 2014 8:58 PM 
To: RCInfo 
Subject: Permission to Use Survey Instrument 
I am writing to request permission to please use the survey instrument that was used 
in "Teacher Perspectives on the Common Core" (EPE/Education Week, 2013). I am 
a doctoral student at California State University, San Bernardino, and I would like to 
please incorporate some of your items into the survey that I am creating. Will you 
please let me know the procedure for obtaining permission to use all or part of your 
survey for my study? Thank you in advance for your reply. 
Appreciatively, 
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Pamela Buchanan 
Dear Pamela, 
Feel free to use the OLC instrument. 
Kind regards, 
Joaquin Alegre 
--  
Joaquín Alegre 
Professor in Innovation Management 
Dpt. of Management 'Juan José Renau Piqueras' 
Faculty of Economics 
University of Valencia 
 
 
From: Pamela Buchanan  
Sent: Wednesday, May 21, 2014 2:50 AM 
To: Joaquin.Camps@uv.es  
Subject: Permission to Use Organizational Learning Capability Instrument 
  
Dr. Camps, 
  
Hello. My name is Pamela Buchanan. I am a doctoral student at California State 
University, San Bernardino. I am writing to request permission to use the 
Organizational Capability Instrument (Camps, Alegre, Torres, 2011) in my study. 
Please let me know if this might be a possibility and what further information you 
might want for consideration. Thank you in advance for your reply. 
  
Appreciatively, 
  
Pamela Buchanan 
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hester hulpia <hesterhulpia@hotmail.com> 
 
Jan 
4 
 
 
 
to me 
 
 
Dear Pamela, 
You can find all information on my academia page. 
 
I wish you all the best in using the DLI. 
 
Sincerely,  
Hester hulpia  
 
Date: Thu, 2 Jan 2014 10:01:36 -0800 
Subject: Requesting Access and Permission to Use DLI in Dissertation Study, Please 
From: pamelalynnbuchanan@gmail.com 
To: Hester.Hulpia@ugent.be; hesterhulpia@hotmail.com 
Dear Hester Hulpia, 
 
Greetings. My name is Pamela Buchanan, and I am a doctoral student in the Educational Leadership 
program at California State University, San Bernardino, in the United States. My study focuses on 
Appreciative Inquiry, but I am drawing on distributed leadership research. I was wondering if you might 
be willing to provide me with access to the Distributed Leadership Inventory, provide me with a little 
more information about the construction and use of the questionnaire, and perhaps grant me 
permission to use the DLI in my study. Please let me know what additional information you may want 
from me to inform your decision. I will appreciate any support you are able to provide. Thank you for 
your consideration.  
 
Appreciatively, 
 
Pamela Buchanan 
 
I have been enjoying following this conversation about AI principles and assumptions 
and it occurred to me that some of you may be interested in a process that some of my 
Innovation Partners and I (Jen Hetzel Silbert, Roz Kay, Bob Laliberte and Catherine 
McKenna) have collaborated on to define a set of ³Appreciative Capacities² that are at 
the core of ³being² AI in everyday life and work. Jen Silbert and I piloted it at the AI 
conference in Nepal and we have been using it with our clients since then. It is 
commonly accepted in AI theory and practice that it is one thing to actually ³know² and 
understand the theory and practice of AI, and it is equally important to actually ³be AI²  to 
live into its core principles in ways that translate into choice-full behaviors and actions.  It 
is in the ³being¹¹ of AI that certain behaviors or capacities become embodied in one¹s 
everyday life and work. These five core Capacities include the following: 
1.     Collaborative Capacity  The ability to invite, engage and involve many (in a positive 
way) in a conversation around what matters; the ability to create an environment where 
people are willing to share their thinking, listen to other points of view, and move into 
action  together. 
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2.     Affirmative Capacity  The habit of seeing the world with an appreciative eye; to 
notice and articulate what is good, healthy, constructive and life giving. 
3.     Reframing Capacity  The ability to seek out and study a new frame or worldview; to 
be open to new 
concepts, ideas, perspectives and possibilities. 
4.     Emergent Capacity  To live in the present moment; to be able to remain open to 
allow possibilities to emerge. 
5.     Potential Capacity  The ability to see the positive possibilities that are resident for 
oneself, others, a group/team, organization, or community.  
Organizations and individuals who have experienced AI for various change efforts have 
found it refreshing and valuable to shift their emphasis from what doesn¹t work to what 
works.  Yet they are challenged to develop long-term sustainability because systemically 
they carry on practices from a different perspective.  We have come to realize that 
building a practice of consciously focusing on strengths takes time and increased 
awareness. To render a consistent means by which one can examine these core 
capacities, IPI went a step further to create a series of questions as a starting point for 
individuals and groups to understand how they exhibit or experience these Appreciative 
Capacities currently and consider possibilities for enhancing them.  Our intent was to 
use these questions to invite people into a collaborative, relational space where they can 
socially construct a way of ³being² that 
would serve them in living and working appreciatively. This can provide a foundation for 
coaching individuals toward their image of ³being² AI. I have attached the ACI for any of 
you who are game to try it out yourself and with your colleagues and clients. We only 
ask that you attribute it to us 
and send us your stories of how you have used it, your feedback and ideas for making it 
better.  
We offer this not as an ³inventory² in the traditional sense of the word, but as a starting 
point for conversations about ³being² AI and as guide for sustaining positive change in 
individuals and communities striving to sustain appreciative practices in their lives and 
work cultures. 
Enjoy, 
Ada Jo 
 
Ada Jo Mann 
Innovation Partners International 
www.innovationpartners.com 
202 363-3325 land 
202 256-5802 cell 
877 239-8046 fax 
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